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Honorable Casper R. Taylor, Jr. 
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Gentlemen: 
Re:       Judgeship Needs for Fiscal Year 2004 

In accordance with established procedure, the Judiciar. herein subn:;^ its jrimsj; 
ceruncauon io: judgeshtps. Wniie ue will ceruh the need lu: a sigrjirican; number oi nev^ 
judgeships, we will refrain from requesting the General Assembly create judgeships or judicial 
masters given the State's present budget condition. As in the past, the Judicial Branch will make 
every effort to manage its caseloads more effectively with the use of existing resources, including 
retired judges upon whom we must continue to rely. 

The time is approaching rapidly when improved case processing, managemeni innovation 
and the use of retired judges reach maximum levels of effectiveness in jurisdictions throughout the 
State. There have been no new judgeships established since 199S. notwithstanding the three Circuit 
Court judgeships related to the transfer of juvenile jurisdiction in Montgomery County which 
literally moved judgeships from one court level to another with a net gam of one judgeship 
Further, I direct your anention to our efforts to develop a more reliable means of reporting criminal 
cases in Baltimore City which in all likelihood will indicate a significant need for additional iudges 
in the Circuit Court for Baltimore City.  While this new statistical approach is beme validated, we 
have certified additional judges at last year's le\ e! for thai Court. 

The certification process, you will recall, involves three principal steps: ( i i a statistical 
analysis prepared by the Administrative Office of the Courts; (2) a response by individual courts to 
the analysis; and (3) a final determination by the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals 

The statistical analysis uses a weighted caseload methodology to account for vamnu 
complexity and need for judicial anention among the panoph of cases Hied uuhin our courts.  B\ 
"weighting"" cases, a more accurate determination .s mad;.- o' the amount o'* -.uduiai tim-- '-- •.••••••>•••'• ••. 



process case types. Moreover, such a model provides objective and standard assessments of 
judicial resource needs among couns that van' in population and caseload mix. The methodology is 
described more fully in the enclosed materials. 

Administrative judges from each court are required to review the statistical analysis and 
respond to either an identified need or lack of need for additional judicial resources. It is through 
such a review that individual couns provide qualitative information that supplements the statistical 
analysis. In addition, it is expected that each administrative judge will seek the views of other 
judges within his or her jurisdiction; solicit opinions from the bar; and consult with local 
government when local funding support is required. 

The Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals is responsible for the annual certification of 
judgeship needs. As such, the Chief Judge reviews the quantitative analysis, the responses from 
individual courts, and the recommendation of the Chief Judge of the District Court prior to making 
a final decision to request additional judicial resources. While the formal certification of judgeship 
needs is the result of our quantitative and qualitative analysis, the Judicial Branch request for 
additional judges is influenced significantly by State and local budget conditions, the availability of 
space in existing court facilities, and the use of case management measures to acquire greater 
efficiencies. 

Circuit Courts 

mpc iHr rented matters which comprise almost 50 Orsi-r::^:. 
percent of the entire caseload in the Circuit Courts statew ide.  The immediacy and far-reaching 
imphcauons of me onen recurring issues within tnese cases require careful and deliberate review, 
which consumes a great deal of judicial time. In addition, recent changes in the Maryland Rules 
facilitate the transfer of domestic violence protective order hearings from the District Court to a 
Circuit Court in which a related family matter is pending. Further compounding these conditions is 
the reality that in a majority of these cases, at least one party is unrepresented by counsel. In most 
cases, the lack of counsel results in additional judicial time being required to adjudicate the case 
fairly and provide equitable relief. 

We are reiterating our certification of the past several years for an additional judgeship in 
Worcester County to serve as a family law judge for the entire First Judicial Circuit which also 
includes Dorchester, Somerset and Wicomico Counties. This judgeship is designed to move 
throughout the circuit focusing on family law matters. Tte need for additional judicial resources in 
the First Judicial Circuit cumulatively exceeds the certification of one additional judgeship and is an 
efficient means of sharing limited resources. 

In addition, over the last year the Circuit Courts have experienced considerably greater 
volumes of jury trial prayers from the District Court. Nowhere has this become more critical than in 
the Circuit Court for Baltimore City with its continuing challenges related to the criminal caseload. 

District Court 

Experiencing similar pressure in petitions for civil protection in domestic violence cases, the 
District Court has experienced steady increases in hearings. Complicating this situation is the 



significant volume of petitions for peace orders. A collateral grouth has occurred in more complex 
civil cases and in traffic cases, particularly driving while intoxicated cases   Followine the traeic 
events of September 11. 2001. law enforcement agencies received grant money to assist m their 
operations. The funds were used to put more police in the streets, resulting in more arrests and a 
significant rise in DWI cases. 

Specifically, we also are certifying the need for one additional judgeship in both Anne 
Arundel and St. Mary's Counties based upon our quantitative analysis and the advice of Chief 
Judge Vaughan as to other factors influencing the need for additional resources in these 
jurisdictions. In Anne Arundel County, the statistical analysis approaches the need for an additional 
judge (0.9) and when combined with consistently higher comparative bench times and the expanded 
time from filing to trial warrants the certification. With respect to St. Mary's County, it remains one 
of the fastest growing communities in the State. Significantly, both the State Police'presence and 
the Sheriffs Office have growTi substantially resulting in greater volumes of arrests and traffic 
citations. In addition, the setting of trial dates in criminal and civil cases has been pushed further 
from filing to trial to compensate for the caseload growth. These conditions also warrant a need to 
certify an increase in judicial resources in St. Mary's County. 

Despite a reasonable expectation that a declining economy will increase case filings, we will 
utilize our judicial resources to the best of our abilities in the State's effort to contain costs. 

Verv trulv vours. 

cc: 

Robert M. Bell 

Honorable Parris N. Glendening, Governor 
Honorable Barbara A. Hofftnan, Chairman, Senate Budget and Taxation Committee 
Honorable Walter M. Baker, Chairman, Senate Judicial Proceedings Committee 
Honorable Howard P. Rawlings, Chairman, House Appropriations Comminee 
Honorable Joseph F. Vallario, Jr., Chairman, House Judiciary Committee 
Honorable Ulysses Currie . Senate Budget and Taxation Comminee 
Honorable Joan Cadden, House Appropriations Committee 
Honorable William D. Schaefer. State Comptroller 
Honorable Joseph F. Murphy, Jr., Chief Judge. Court of Special Appeals 
Honorable Paul H. Weinstein, Chairman. Conference of Circuit Judges 
Honorable James N. Vaughan. Chief Judge, District Court 
Honorable T. Eloise Foster. Secretary. Department of Budget and Management 
Circuit Administrative Judges 
Honorable Scott McGlashan. Chair. Conference of Circuit Court Clerks 
Joseph C. Bryce, Chief Legislative Officer 
Stephen E. Hams. Esq.. State Public Defender 
Frank Broccolma. State Court Administrator 
Karl S. Aro, Executive Director, Department of Legislative Reference 
Stephanie Ennel. Budget Analyst. Department of Budget and Management 
Elizabeth A. Forktn. Administrative Analvs:. Departmer.: -AT:>ca! Service.- 
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CERTIFICATION PROCESS 

At the suggestion of the Legislative Policy Committee, the Man-land Judiciarv began 

an annual procedure of formally certifying to the General Assembly the need for additional 

judges on January 4,1979. Since implementation, the process has allowed the Judiciary the 

opportunity to present the need for judgeships annually based on a review of 

comprehensive quantitative and qualitative factors relating to the capacity with which the 

State's judicial system is able to process cases in a timely and equitable manner. 

Three different steps are involved in the Chief Judge's Certification Process. The 

starting point, and the subject of this report, is an analysis prepared by the Administrative 

Office of the Courts. During the Fiscal Year 2002 certification process, the Administrative 

Office of the Courts employed a weighted caseload methodology- to analyze the need 

quantitatively for additional judges in the Circuit and District Courts The National Center 

for State Courts was contracted to work with representatives from the Judiciary to develop 

this particular workload assessment model. In brief, the method weights cases to account 

for the varying deerees of complexity and need for judicial attention l^inc: the woiehtod 

methodology provides a more accurate assessment of the amount o;- 'udicia! time -^ou're^ 

to process caseload. The model requires a study of judge time to be conducted over a 

specified period of time. The case weights represent the average bench and non-bench tune 

(in minutes) required to reach a disposition in each case type. Factors such as vacation and 

education leave, as well as the frequency of trials are taken into consideration when 

determining case weights. Once the weights are calculated, the number of available judge 

minutes is divided by the case weight to determine the number of cases a single judge 

should reasonably be able to handle during the year, thus the workload standard. Actual 

filings are then applied to the standard to determine judge need. It is important to 

emphasize that data obtained from this methodology are only precursory and are meant 

to act only as a starting point in determining the need for additional ]udiaai positions. 

The second phase of the certification process involves the individual trial courts  It 

is at this stage of development, after reviewing the preliminary analysis, that each County 
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and District Administrative Judge responds to the need for additional judgeships. In 

preparation of this response, the administrative judge is advised to: (1) seek the views of 

judges from that Countv or District; (2) solicit opinions from members of the bar from that 

County or District; and (3) in the case of the circuit courts, consult with the local 

government with respect to funding support. Administrative judges are required to 

conduct a thorough review of local conditions, as well as other pertinent factors that may 

support or contradict the quantitative analysis and result in specific recommendations 

relating to the need for additional judicial resources. 

• District Court Administrative Judges respond directly to the Chief Judge of 

the District Court who prepares a final recommendation to the Chief Judge 

of the Court of Appeals. 

• Circuit Court Administrative Judges respond directly to the Administrative 

Office of the Courts which prepares recommendations to the Chief Judge of 

the Court of Appeals. 

The final phase of the certification plan occurs when the Chief ludge of the Court 

or Appeals review^ the ouantitative analvsis, the responses trom the administrative judges 

and the administrative legislative leadership based on a distillation of all available 

information. 



JUDGESHIP NEED IN THE CIRCI IT COIRTS 

FISCAL YEAR 2004 

BASED ON WEIGHTED CASELOAD METHODOLOC\ 

(JUDGESHIP NEED HAS BEEN ROI NDED) 

Jurisdiction 

Allegany 

Anne Arundel 

Baltimore City* 

Baltimore County 

Calvert 

Caroline 

Carroll 

Cecil 

Charles 

Dorchester 

Frederick 

Garrett 

Harford 

Actual Judges 

30 

16 

Projected Need 

12.8 

32.8 

19.3 

1.0 

Additional Judges Needed 

0.0 

4.5 

1.5 

4.9 

6.0 

.0 

2.0 

3.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 0 

0.0 

H.n\ard 5 ; '' 

Kent i.U l.'.U 

Montgomerv 20 22.9 2.0 
Prince George's 23 23.6 0.0 
Queen Anne's 1 1.0 0.0 
St. Mary's 3 1.9 0.0 
Somerset 1 1.1 0.0 
Talbot 1 1.3 0.0 

Washington 4 5.1 ! 0 

Wicomico 3.4 0.0 
Worcester** -) 

2.8 i n 

Statewide 146.0 
 1 

16-: ' "   M 

LVUC Luancup, duopieu mecnoa or stausticai compilation, and pcn^n^a .^i^:,r, ,-r'tin, method, tiic 
judgeship need certified for Baltimore City in the previous assessment uiil he used tor Fiscal Year 2004 

"Judgeship would be shared with the other counties in the First Judicial Circuit (Dorchester. Somerset 
and Wicomico) for famiK law matters 



JIDGESHIPNEED IN THE DISTRICT COIRT 

FISCAL YEAR 2004 

B ASED ON WEIGHTED CASELOAD METHODOLOG\ 

(JUDGESHIP NEED HAS BEEN ROLNDED) 

Jurisdiction Actual Judges Projected Need Additional Judges Needed 
Allegany T 1.4 0.0 
.Anne Arundel* 8 8.9 i.o r 

Baltimore City 26 27.8 10 
Baltimore County 13 16.3 3.0 
Calvert 1 1.6 0.0 
Caroline 1 1.0 0.0 
Carroll 2 2.1 0.0 
Cecil 2 2.0 0.0 
Charles •^ 2.6 0.0 
Dorchester 1 1.0 0.0 
Frederick 3 3.4 0.0 

, Garrett i 
i 1.0 u.O 

Hartord i 
i  —H 

^      S                                                        !                                                                                                       =   i                                                                                            ! 

i 

Howard > 4.2 U.U 

Kent 1 1.0 0.0 
Montgomery 11 11.5 0.0 
Prince George's 13 16.3 3.0 
Queen Anne's 1 1.0 0.0 
St. Mary's* 1 1.5 1.0 
Somerset 1 1.0 00 
Talbot 1 1.0 0.0 
Washington -) 2.9 0.0 
Wicomico i 2.6 0.0 
Worcester 1 2.3 1.0 
Statewide 105.0 117.7 iO.O 

•Significant qualitative factors indicate a need for judicial resources (refer to Chief .F.iJ-e Bells 
transmittal letter and Chief Judge Vaughan's recommendation). 
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GENERAL TRENDS IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS 

Over the last five years, the Circuit Courts have experienced an increase in total 

filings, from 277,204 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 289,920 

filings. Increases were noted in three of the four functional case categories during that 

period. Domestic filings, which comprised nearly 33 percent of the total caseload 

during Fiscal Year 2002, rose approximately 8.3 percent. There were 88,414 domestic 

case filings reported during Fiscal Year 1998. That figure compares with 95,506 filings 

during Fiscal Year 2002. Of important note is that the courts have managed to dispose 

of these very sensitive, often life-altering matters, efficiently and expeditiouslv. Also 

increasing during the five-year period, were civil case filings. There was an 8.5 percent 

increase in civil filings, from 71,760 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 

77,857 filings. Criminal filings rose 8.3 percent, from 71,770 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 

77,750 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. Contributing to the increase in criminal filings 

was a 24.4 percent rise in requests for jury trials emanating from the District Court. 

There were 33,896 jury trial prayers reported during Fiscal Year 2002. compared with 

27,257 during Fiscal Year 1998. The only runctional area in which a decrease was noted 

was juvenile cases. There were 45,260 juvenile filings reported during Fiscal Year 1998, 

compared with 38,298 during Fiscal Year 2002, a decrease of approximately 15.4 

percent. That decrease can be attributed to a change in reporting procedures for CINA, 

TPR and Adoption cases. Delinquency filings also decreased slightly during the five- 

year period, 2.5 percent, from 32,901 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 

32,093 filings. 

Since Fiscal Year 1998, judgeships in the Circuit Courts have increased from 140 

to the current total of 146 judges which includes the three judgeships authorized as a 

result of the transfer of juvenile jurisdiction from the District Court to the Circuit Court 

for Montgomery County. The courts, while facing sensitive issues such as those 

associated with family matters, as well as complex civil litigation and criminal issues, 

have continued to find innovative ways to manage cases effectively and timely without 



the benefit of additional resources. Each court has worked diligentlv to enhance its case 

management; adhere to strict continuance policies; adopt dispute resolution programs; 

and use retired judge resources.   While certifying the need for additional judgeships 

each year, the Judiciary has been conscious of the need for fiscal constraint and, thus, 

searched for other means by which to handle the complex dockets with which they are 

faced. Despite these efforts, the Circuit Courts are rapidly approaching the limits of 

improved management and innovation. 



CIRCUIT COURT ANALYSIS 

Allegany County 

Allegany County is one of three counties located in the Fourth Judicial Circuit of 

Maryland. It has a projected July 1, 2003, population of 75,800 residents, an increase of 

nearly two percent over the 2000 Census. There are two judges assigned to adjudicate 

Allegany County's caseload. 

Over the last five years, filing activity in Allegany County decreased 

approximately 9.3 percent, from 3,826 filings during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 

2002 level of 3,470 total filings. Contributing to the overall decrease were decreases in 

civil and criminal case filings. The only increase over the five-year period occurred in 

juvenile filings. Since Fiscal Year 1998, civil filings decreased more than 13 percent, 

from 2,779, to the current level of 2,405 filings. That decrease can be attributed to a 15.8 

percent decrease in domestic filings. During Fiscal Year 1998, there were 1,698 domestic 

case filings reported by Allegany County, compared with the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 

1,429 filings. Likewise, criminal filings decreased more than 14 rercert from ^QQ 

during Fiscal Year 1998 to 599 criminal filines during Fiscal Year 2002   A decrease of 

approximately 22.6 percent in jury trial prayers (from 438 in Fiscal Year 1998 to 339 in 

Fiscal Year 2002) contributed to the reported decrease. In contrast, juvenile filings rose 

33.5 percent, from 349 during Fiscal Year 1998 to 466 juvenile filings reported during 

Fiscal Year 2002. A rather significant increase in delinquency filings over the last five 

years contributed to the reported increase. The Court has initiated several management 

programs in an attempt to improve efficiency in case processing, including accelerating 

the scheduling of initial appearances, establishing a stricter continuance policy and 

employing an active ADR (Alternative Dispute Resolution) Program in civil and familv 

law cases. 

Anne Arundel County 

Since the 2002 Census, population in Anne Arundel Countv has increased 



approximately 4.1 percent, to the July 1,2003, projected population of 509,500 residents. 

Currently, Anne Arundel County has ten judges. The quantitative analysis indicates a 

need for two additional judges. 

Filing activity in Anne Arundel Count}- has remained relatively consistent over 

the last five years. There were 20,712 total filings reported during Fiscal Year 2002, an 

increase of approximately 2.2 percent over the Fiscal Year 1998 level of 20,274 filings. 

Decreases were noted in three of the four functional areas, with the most significant 

decrease occurring in juvenile case filings. A 22.7 percent decrease was reported in 

juvenile filings during the five-year period, from 3,417 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 2,641 

filings in Fiscal Year 2002. That decrease can be attributed to a decrease of nearly 13 

percent in delinquency filings. There were 2,893 delinquency cases filed during Fiscal 

Year 1998, compared with the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 2,519 filings. Also decreasing 

during the five-year period were overall civil case filings, from 12,585 during Fiscal 

Year 1998, to the current level of 11,912 filings, representing a 5.3 percent decrease. 

Contributing to the reported decrease was a decrease of approximatelv 10.8 percent in 

domestic filings, from 6,092 in Fiscal Year l^S to 5,436 in Fiscal Year 2002. In sharp 

contrast, during the five-year period, criminal filings rose more than 44 percent, from 

4,272 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 6,159 filings. Increases were noted 

in indictment and information filings (from 3,325 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 4,226 in Fiscal 

Year 2002) and requests for jury trials emanating from the District Court (from 479 in 

Fiscal Year 1998, to 890 in Fiscal Year 2002). Criminal appeals from the District Court 

increased more than 108 percent over the last five years. There were 390 appeals 

recorded during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 814 during Fiscal Year 2002. 

There were more than 27,000 hearings conducted during Fiscal Year 2002, an 

increase of nearly 13 percent over the previous year's total of 23,983 hearings. To better 

manage caseload, the Court has, among other initiatives, implemented a stricter 

continuance policy, scheduled more status conferences and employed a new civil case 

management plan designed to allow for early resolution of issues. During Fiscal Year 



2002, the average time from filing to disposition of civil cases was 246 days, while 

criminal and juvenile case disposition averaged 114 days and 68 days, respectively. 

Baltimore City 

Baltimore City has experienced an exodus of residents over the last ten vears. Its 

July 1, 2003, projected population is 634, 500 residents. There are thirty judges tasked 

with adjudicating Baltimore City's caseload. During Fiscal Year 2002, there reportedly 

were more than 89,000 hearings conducted. 

While Baltimore City has experienced a steady decline in population, there has 

not been a corresponding reduction in filing activity. During Fiscal Year 2002, there 

were 68,457 total filings recorded. That figure represents 23.6 percent of the statewide 

total. More than 37 percent of Baltimore City's caseload comprised criminal case filings. 

There were 25,378 criminal cases reported during Fiscal Year 2002 accounting for 

approximately 32.6 percent of the total criminal caseload statewide and more than 38 

percent of the State's felony filings. 

Traditionally, the State's Attorney's Otfice in Baltimore Citv has en-ipkuvd a 

method of charging criminal defendants different from other jurisdictions. A single 

incident with multiple charges often is assigned separate case numbers for each charge 

often resulting in an inflated case count. As a result of implementing a new certification 

methodology and in an attempt to use data from Baltimore City that more closely aligns 

with the rest of the State, the National Center for State Courts in developing a workload 

assessment model used defendant-based statistics during the Fiscal Year 2001 needs 

analysis in determining judicial need in criminal matters in Baltimore City. That 

approach appears to under-represent the criminal caseload perhaps significant!}- 

because it fails to account for multiple appearances of the same defendant en^a^ed in 

separate incidents. Since then, the State's Attorney's Office and the Court have arrived 

at a compromise in which they agreed, for statistical purposes, to use an incident 

tracking number as the unit for counting filings. In doing so, cases will be linked bv 



tracking number, to more accurately reflect court activity because all charges with the 

same tracking number will be associated with a single incident thereby constituting a 

single filing. 

The Fiscal Year 2000 statistics based upon the State's Attorney Office traditional 

case-numbering methodology tended to reflect an over-representation of filings 

because multiple charges arising out of a single incident possibly could have been 

reported as separate filings. There was a precipitous decrease in criminal filings in 

Fiscal Year 2001 when the basis for counting changed from case number to defendant 

(from 25,710 in Fiscal Year 2000, to 12,992 in Fiscal Year 2001). An equally precipitous 

increase has occurred with the application of tracking number-based statistics for Fiscal 

Year 2002 criminal data. While the tracking number-based approach is a more 

reflective method of determining criminal caseload, there needs to be a fuller 

examination of its application to ascertain its validity. It is anticipated that the need for 

additional judgeships will increase, perhaps significantly from that indicated using the 

admittedlv under-represented methodology7, which indicated a need of two additional 

judges m Fiscal Year 2002. Until the new methodology has been validated, we wil! relv 

on the prior year's needs determination. 

Baltimore County 

Baltimore County has a projected July 1, 2003, population of 782,400 residents. It 

is the third most populous jurisdiction in the State. Currently, there are sixteen judges 

assigned to Baltimore County. The statistical analysis indicates a need for three 

additional judges. 

Over the last five years, filing activity in Baltimore County increased 

approximately 6.5 percent, from 28,055 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level o: 

29,874 filings. Contributing to the reported increase was a 19.8 percent rise in overall 

civil case filings. There were 15,402 civil cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared 

with 18,452 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. The reported increase can be attributed to a 
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25.7 percent rise in domestic filings, from 7,735 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level 

of 9,723 filings. In contrast, criminal filings decreased 11.2 percent, while juvenile 

filings decreased 7.4 percent over the last five years. There were t>,807 criminal cases 

filed during Fiscal Year 2002, compared with 7,667 filings during Fiscal Year 1998. A 

decrease of 31.3 percent in jury trial prayers (from 2,134 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 1,466 in 

Fiscal Year 2002), coupled with a 4.7 percent decrease in indictment and infofmation 

filings (from 4,218 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 4,021 in Fiscal Year 2002) contributed to the 

overall decrease in criminal filings. The reported decrease in juvenile filings can be 

attributed to a 7.1 percent decrease in juvenile filings, from 4,249 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 

3,947 filings reported in Fiscal Year 2002. 

From filing to disposition, civil cases in Baltimore County averaged 250 days 

during Fiscal Year 2002. Criminal and juvenile case disposition averaged 123 and 85 

days, respectively. The use of retired judges in settlement conferences, the emplovment 

of ADR programs in civil and domestic cases and the use of differentiated case 

management are among the initiatives undertaken in Baltimore County to more 

effectively and efficiently manage its caseload. 

Calvert County 

Calvert County is located in the Seventh Judicial Circuit of Maryland. Its 

population is projected to approximate 81,800 residents by July 1, 2003. Calvert County 

has two judges who presided over more than 6,700 hearings during Fiscal Year 2002. 

Over the last five years, there has been a two percent rise in total filings in 

Calvert County, from 4,686 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 4,779 filings. A 

14.5 percent rise in overall civil filings, mitigated by a 28.4 percent decrease in criminal 

filings, contributed to the slight increase in overall filings. There were 3,516 civil cases 

filed during Fiscal Year 2002. That figure compares with 3,070 filings during Fiscal Year 

1998. Domestic filings rose 13.7 percent (from 2,399 in Fiscal Year 1998 to 2,728 in Fiscal 

Year 2002) over the last five years, contributing to the reported increase in civil cases. In 

11 



contrast, the decrease in criminal filings can be attributed to a 43.4 percent decrease in 

indictment and information filings. 

Valuing the importance of effective case processing, the Court has advanced 

several management tools to reduce delays without sacrificing due diligence. Among 

those initiatives are utilizing resources in family services to assist in effective case 

disposition, exercising greater control over continuances and evaluating the feasibility 

of establishing a Pro Se Clinic. 

Caroline County 

Caroline County is located on Maryland's Eastern Shore. It has a projected July 

1, 2003, population of 30,700 residents. This single-judge jurisdiction reported more 

than 3,000 hearings for Fiscal Year 2002. 

Caroline County has experienced a 9 percent rise in total filings over the last five 

years, from 1,692 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 1,845 during Fiscal Year 2002. Increases 

were noted in both criminal and juvenile filings. There were 312 criminal cases filed 

during Fiscal Year 2002, representing an 82.5 percent increase over the Fiscal Year 19°^ 

level of 171 filings. Contributing to the reported increase were increases in indictment 

and information filings (119.4 percent) and jury trial prayers (64.4 percent). There were 

72 indictment and information cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 158 

filings reported during Fiscal Year 2002. Likewise, requests for jury trials emanating 

from the District Court rose from 73 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 120 filings during Fiscal Year 

2002. Juvenile case filings increased more than 23 percent, from 280 during Fiscal Year 

1998 to 345 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. The reported increase can be attributed to a 

53 percent rise in delinquency filings (from 200 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 306 in Fiscal Year 

2002). The only functional area in which a decrease was noted was in overall civil 

filings, from 1,241 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 1,185 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. A 

6.9 percent decrease in domestic case filings, from 979 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the 

current level of 911 filings, contributed to reported decrease in total civil filings. 

12 



During Fiscal Year 2002, Caroline County reported an average case disposition 

time of 171 days for civil cases, 163 days for criminal cases and 36 davs for juvenile 

cases. The Court, in an attempt to improve efficiency in case management and 

processing, has instituted scheduling conferences upon filing of the answer, which is 

expected to reduce delays. 

r 

Carroll County 

Carroll County continues to experience a steady influx of residents. The July 1, 

2003, population is expected to approximate 158,300 residents. There are three judges 

assigned to Carroll County. 

Along with the increase in population, Carroll County has noted a rise in filing 

activity over the last five years. There were 6,655 total filings reported during Fiscal 

Year 2002, representing an increase of nearly 13 percent over the Fiscal Year 1998 level 

of 5,896 filings. Increases were noted in two of the four functional areas. The greatest 

statistical increase occurred in criminal filings, 27.2 percent or 448 additional tilings, 

from 1,:45 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 2,093 criminal filings during Fiscal Year 2002. 

Contributing to that increase was a 57.4 percent rise in requests for jury trials emanating 

from the District Court. There were 756 jury trial prayers filed during Fiscal Year 1998, 

compared with 1,190 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. Juvenile filings also rose over the 

five-year period, from 799 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 1,168 filings, 

an increase of 46.2 percent. A 77.5 percent rise in delinquency filings (from 614 in Fiscal 

Year 1998, to 1,090 in Fiscal Year 2002) contributed to the reported increase in overall 

juvenile filings. Total civil filings decreased slightly during the last five vears, 1.7 

percent, from 3,452 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 3,394 filings. 

Providing additional assistance to pro se litigants, revising the differentiated case- 

management system in family matters, and conducting a periodic review of cases to 

avoid undue delays are among the initiatives implemented bv the Court to improve 

judicial planning and case management. 
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Cecil County 

Cecil County is one of the fastest growing jurisdictions on the Eastern Shore. The 

population in that area of the State is expected to reach 91,500 residents by Julv 1, 2003. 

A statistical analysis indicates a need for one additional judge. 

Coupled with the influx of residents in Cecil County has been a significant rise in 

filing activity in civil and criminal filings. There were 7,620 total filings recorded 

during Fiscal Year 2002, an increase of approximately 60.5 percent over the Fiscal Year 

1998 level of 4,748 filings. Contributing most significantly to the reported increase was 

a 108.1 percent rise in total civil filings, from 2,522 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 5,248 

during Fiscal Year 2002. That increase can be attributed to a 134.6 percent increase in 

domestic filings. There were 1,705 domestic cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, 

compared with 4,000 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. Likewise, criminal filings rose 27.5 

percent, from 1,445 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 1,843 filings. During 

the five-year period, jury trial prayers rose 27.1 percent, contributing to the reported 

increase. 

Case disposition time for Fiscal Year 2002 averaged 182 davs in civil cases, 197 

days in criminal cases and 85 days in juvenile cases. The Court will continue to monitor 

statistics and track delays in scheduling in an effort to improve overall efficiency. 

Charles County 

Not unlike other Southern Maryland Counties, Charles County continues to 

experience a growth in population with a July 1, 2003, projected population of 127,000 

inhabitants. With a complement of four judges, Charles County conducted more than 

10,000 hearings during Fiscal Year 2002. 

Filing activity in Charles Count}- has increased steadily over the last five years, 

from 7,644 total filings in Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 8,010 filings. 

Those figures represent an increase of 4.8 percent. Increases were noted in each of the 

functional areas with the greatest increase occurring in criminal filings. There were 
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1,703 criminal cases filed during Fiscal Year 2002, an increase of 15.1 percent over the 

Fiscal Year 1998 level of 1,479 filings. The aforementioned increase can be attributed to 

a 42.1 percent rise in jury trial prayers, from 624 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current 

level of 887 filings. Juvenile filings followed, increasing nearly 12 percent. There were 

923 juvenile filings reported during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the Fiscal Year 

2002 level of 1,032 filings. Contributing to that increase was a 26.4 percent rfse in 

delinquency filings, from 783 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 990 filings reported in Fiscal Year 

2002. Total civil filings remained relatively constant over the five-year period, 

increasing less than one percent. 

To improve efficiency in case processing, the Court has committed to improving 

scheduling procedures, enforcing a stricter continuance policy and providing greater 

access to services to pro se litigants. 

Dorchester County 

Dorchester County is located in the First Judicial Circuit. Its projected July 1, 

2003, population is 31,300 residents, representing a slight increase over the last Census. 

A single-judge jurisdiction, Dorchester County reported more than 2,600 hearings for 

Fiscal Year 2002. 

For the last five years, filings in Dorchester County remained consistent, 

increasing less than one percent. There were 2396 total filings reported during Fiscal 

Year 1998, compared with the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 2,442 filings. Domestic filings 

continued to comprise the greatest percentage of case filings. During Fiscal Year 2002, 

there were 1,178 domestic filings reported, representing more than 48 percent of the 

total caseload. In comparison, domestic filings accounted for 50.3 percent of the total 

caseload in Fiscal Year 1998. Over the last five years, indictment and information filing, 

increased 19.5 percent, from 344 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 411 

filings. Overall, criminal filings rose 12.5 percent during the five-year period. There 

were 632 criminal cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the Fiscal Year 
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2002 level of 711 filings. 

During Fiscal Year 2002, case disposition time for civil cases reportedly averaged 

167 days. Criminal and juvenile case disposition averaged 127 days and 57 days, 

respectively. Dorchester County is exploring several initiatives to improve case 

processing, such as closer monitoring of continuances and the continued and expanded 

use of early case screening and monitoring case progress. 

Frederick County 

Frederick County is the fastest growing subdivision in Western Maryland. Its 

July 1, 2003, projected population is 209,000 residents. There are four judges assigned to 

adjudicate Frederick County's ever-increasing caseload. The number of hearings 

conducted in Frederick County during Fiscal Year 2002 exceeded 8,000. 

Since Fiscal Year 1998, Frederick Countv has experienced an increase of 

approximately 35.5 percent in total filings. Increases were noted in each functional area 

with the greatest statistical increase occurring; in total civil filings. There were 4.685 

civil cases filed during Fiscal Year 2002, representing an increase of 39.2 percent or 1,320 

additional filings over the Fiscal Year 1998 level of 3,365 filings. The aforementioned 

increase can be attributed to a 51.6 percent rise in domestic filings, from 2,120 filings 

during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 3,213 filings. Criminal case filings 

followed, increasing nearly 53 percent. There were 1,530 criminal filings reported 

during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 2,339 filings. 

During the five-year period, jury trial prayers increased 77.6 percent (from 893 in Fiscal 

Year 1998, to 1,586 in Fiscal Year 2002), while criminal appeals from the District Court 

rose 44.4 percent over the last five years (from 144 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 208 in Fiscal 

Year 2002). There was a 15.3 percent increase in juvenile filings, from 1,933 during 

Fiscal Year 1998, to 2,228 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. During that same period 

delinquency filings rose 37.2 percent. There were 1,472 delinquency filings reported 

during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the current level of 2,019 filings. 
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In an effort to maintain efficient processing of cases given the increasing 

caseload, the Court has employed the use of status conferences in criminal cases to help 

limit continuances and resolve pre-trial matters in a timely manner. The Court also 

specially assigns complex civil cases, which has helped to reduce continuances as well 

Garrett County f 

Garrett County is Maryland's western most subdivision. It is projected that bv 

July 1,2003, this subdivision will be home to 30,100 residents. There is one judge 

assigned to Garrett County. 

Over the last five years, Garrett County has experienced a 5.3 percent decrease in 

total filings, from 1,122 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 1,062 filings. 

Contributing to the reported decrease were decreases in overall civil and juvenile case 

filings, mitigated by an increase in criminal filings. There were 747 civil cases filed 

during Fiscal Year 2002, representing a 14.7 percent decrease from the Fiscal Year 1998, 

level of 876 filings. The aforementioned decrease can be attributed to a 21.7 percent 

decrease in domestic filings. There were 554 domestic cases n^d during Fiscai Year 

1998, compared with the current level of 512 filings. Also decreasing over the five-year 

period were juvenile case filings, from 212 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 189 filings during 

Fiscal Year 2002, a decrease of approximately 10.8 percent. The only increase over the 

five-year period occurred in criminal filings, from 129 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 186 

filings during Fiscal Year 2002. Those figures represent an increase of 44.2 percent. 

That increase can be attributed to an 111.3 percent rise in indictment and information 

filings, from 62 indictment during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 131 filings. 

Civil cases averaged 206 days from filing to disposition during Fiscal Year 2002, 

while criminal and juvenile cases averaged 148 davs and 60 davs, respectively To 

improve case processing, the Court is enforcing a strict continuance policy and is more 

closely monitoring cases referred to mediation. 
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Harf ord County 

Since the 2000 Census, Harford County has experience an influx of nearly 10,000 

residents. It is projected that population will reach 227,700 bv July 1,2003. There are 

five judges tasked with adjudicating Harford County's caseload. Based on the 

statistical analysis, a need exists for one additional judge. 

Total filings in Harford County have increased approximately 38 percent over 

the last five years. There were 7,577 filings reported during Fiscal Year 1998, compared 

with the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 10,457 filings. The aforementioned increase can be 

attributed to a 71.5 percent rise in civil case filings, from 4,139 during Fiscal Year 1998, 

to the current level of 7,100 filings. Domestic filings rose approximately 99.6 percent 

over the five-year period, contributing the increase in overall civil filings. There were 

2,589 domestic filings reported during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 5,167 filings 

during Fiscal Year 2002. With respect to criminal case filings, jury trial pravers rose 10.1 

percent over the last five years (from 1,370 in Fiscal Year 1998 to 1,508 in Fiscal Year 

2002), while indictment and information filings decreased 12 5 percent (from 846 in 

Fiscal Year 1998, to 740 in Fiscal Year 2002), contributing to the slight increase of less 

than one percent. 

An average of 174 days lapsed from filing to disposition in civil cases during 

Fiscal Year 2002. Criminal case disposition averaged 120 days, while 64 days were 

expended on juvenile case disposition. Among the procedural and management tools 

adopted to improve case management are prompt scheduling of pre-trial conferences, 

adoption of a strict continuance policy, and setting a scheduling conference earlier in 

the process in civil and domestic cases. 

Howard County 

Howard County is located in the Fifth Judicial Circuit. Population in that 

subdivision has steadily increased to the July 1, 2003 projected level of 267,400 

inhabitants. With a complement of five judges, Howard County reported more than 
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8,600 hearings for Fiscal Year 2002. 

While experiencing a rise in population, Howard County has noted a decrease in 

filing activity over the last five years. Since Fiscal Year 1998, total filings have 

decreased approximately 3.5 percent. A rather significant decrease in criminal filings, 

mitigated by a rise in both civil and juvenile filings contributed to the reported decrease 

in overall filings. There were 1,775 criminal cases filed during Fiscal Year 2002, 

representing a 20.1 percent decrease from the Fiscal Year 1998 level of 2,221 filings. 

That decrease can be attributed to decreases in indictment and information filings, 28.2 

percent (from 848 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 609 in Fiscal Year 2002) and in requests for jury 

trials emanating from the District Court, 11.7 percent (from 1,095 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 

967 in Fiscal Year 2002). In contrast, juvenile filings rose 4.9 percent during the five- 

year period. There were 1,294 juvenile cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared 

with the current level of 1,357 filings. A 16.9 percent increase in CINA filings, from 207 

in Fiscal Year 1998, to 242 in Fiscal Year 2002, contributed to the reported increase. Civil 

case filings increased as well, however slightly. There were 4,845 civil case filings 

reported during Fiscal Year 2002, an increase of 1.9 percent ever the Fiscal \ ear 1998 

level of 4,755 filings. 

During Fiscal Year 2002, civil case disposition averaged 242 davs, while criminal 

and juvenile case disposition averaged 138 days and 68 days, respectively. Among the 

efforts undertaken by the Court to improve efficiency are providing more opportunities 

for ADR intervention, reviewing continuance rates and reasons more closely, and 

exploring measures to expedite the scheduling of appeals and jury trial prayers from 

the District Court. 

Kent County 

Maryland's least populated subdivision, Kent County is expected to house 19,600 

residents by July 1, 2003. That figure represents approximately 400 additional residents 

since the 2000 Census. Kent County is a single judge jurisdiction. During Fiscal Y. :ear 
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2002, approximately 1,900 hearings were conducted. 

While noting an increase in indictment and information filings over the last five 

years, from 80 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the current total of 107 filings as well as a 94.4 

percent rise in jury trial prayers (from 71 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 138 in Fiscal Year 2002). 

Kent County reported a decrease in overall filings of approximately 24.1 percent during 

the same period. There were 1,463 total cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared 

with the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 1,111 filings. Contributing to that decrease was a 37.1 

percent decrease in civil case filings, from 1,190 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level 

of 748 filings. That decrease can be attributed to a 44.1 percent decrease in domestic 

filings. There were 1,037 domestic cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared to 580 

filings in Fiscal Year 2002. 

The average time from filing of a civil case to its disposition during Fiscal Year 

2002 was 169 days. Criminal cases averaged 138 days, while an average of 49 days was 

expended in juvenile case disposition. Initiatives undertaken bv the Court for 

improved case management include utilization of pre-trial sta'xis conferences in 

criminal cases, enforcement of a strict continuance policy and continued use of a 

settlement judge in civil cases. 

Montgomery County 

Montgomery County is the most populous jurisdiction in Maryland. It is 

expected to be home to nearly 914,000 residents by July 1, 2003. Montgomery County- 

has a complement of twenty judges. The statistical analysis indicated a need for two 

additional judges. 

Overall filing activity in Montgomery County remained relatively steady over 

the last five years, increasing only 1.1 percent. There were 35,347 total filings reported 

during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 35,921 filings. 

However, the distribution of case filings fluctuated during the five-year period. Civil 

filings rose approximately five percent, from 23,980 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the 
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current level of 25,181 filings. Within the overall civil case type, domestic filings rose 

11.3 percent (from 10,013 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 11,146 in Fiscal Year 2002), while tort 

filings decreased 34.1 percent (from 2,141 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 1,410 in Fiscal Year 

2002). Likewise, a 52.8 percent increase was noted in criminal filings, from 4,400 during 

Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 6,722 filings. Contributing to the reported 

increase was a 33 percent rise in indictment and information filings (from 2,250 in Fiscal 

Year 1998, to 2,992 in Fiscal Year 2002), coupled with a 121 percent increase in jury trial 

prayers (from 1,241 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 2,743 in Fiscal Year 2002). The 43.9 percent 

decrease in juvenile filings mitigated the increases in civil and criminal filings, resulting 

in the slight overall rise in filings. Juvenile case filings decreased from 7,167 during 

Fiscal Year 1998, to 4,018 during Fiscal Year 1998. Contributing to the reported decrease 

was a 34.7 percent decrease in delinquency filings, from 5,689 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 

3,713 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. 

Montgomery County reportedly averaged 138 days from filing to disposition in 

civil cases during Fiscal Year 2002. During the same period, criminal case disposition 

averaged 82 days, while 83 days were expended on juvenile case disposition. In an 

effort to maintain efficiency in case processing, the Court has continued to strictly 

enforce its continuance policy, reduce delays between initial trial date and rescheduled 

trial dates and develop a differentiated case management plan for juvenile cases. 

Prince George's County 

Located in Maryland's Seventh Judicial Circuit, Prince George's County is home 

to 832,300 residents making it the second most populous subdivision in the State. There 

are twenty-three judges assigned to adjudicate Prince George's County's caseload. 

Over the last five years, filing activity in Prince George's County has declined, 

from 44,239 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 40,615 filings, a 

decrease of 8.2 percent. Decreases were noted in both overall civil and juvenile case 

filings, while a slight increase occurred in criminal filmgs. Civil filings decreased 8.8 
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percent, from 28,964 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 26,413 filings. That 

decrease can be attributed to a 16.7 percent decrease in domestic case filings, from 

17,345 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 14,442 filings. Likewise, 

juvenile cases decreased 20.7 percent, from 5,751 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level 

of 4,562 filings. A change in reporting procedures in CIN A, TPR and Adoption cases 

contributed to that decrease. During the same period, delinquency filings rose 

approximately 11.9 percent, from 3,676 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 4,115 

filings. A 29.8 percent rise in jury trial prayers (from 3,878 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 5,032 

in Fiscal Year 2000), mitigated by a 16.7 percent decrease in indictment and information 

filings, (from 4,738 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 3,949 in Fiscal Year 2002) contributed to the 

slight overall rise in criminal filings. There were 9,640 criminal case filings reported 

during Fiscal Year 2002, a 1.2 percent increase over the Fiscal Year 1998 level of 9,524 

filings. 

During Fiscal Year 2002, Prince George's Countv reported an average case 

disposition time in civil cases of 236 davs, 114 davs in criminal case disposition and 52 

davs in juvenile case disposition   Among the initiatives undertaken to ensure optimal 

efficiency in case management are analyzing continuances regularly, eliminating 

extended periods of inactivity in cases, and developing a pro se education program. 

Queen Anne's County 

Located on Maryland's Eastern Shore, Queen Anne's County continues to attract 

new residents. It is projected that this subdivision will be home to approximately 

43,100 residents by July 1, 2003. A single-judge jurisdiction, there were more than 1,600 

hearings conducted in Queen Anne's County during Fiscal Year 2002. 

While criminal filing activity has risen nearlv 61 percent over the last five years, 

from 160 during Fiscal Year 1998 to 257 filings during Fiscal Year 2002, overall filings 

decreased approximately 21 percent. There were 1,918 total cases filed in Queen Anne's 

County during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the current level of 1,515 filings. The 
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increase in criminal filings can be attributed to a 98.5 percent rise in indictment and 

information filings (from 66 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 131 filings in Fiscal Year 2002), 

coupled with a 54.4 percent increase in jury trial prayers (from 57 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 

88 in Fiscal Year 2002). In contrast, civil case filings decreased 27 percent, from 1,431 

during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 1,044 filings. That decrease can 

be attributed to a 40.4 percent decrease in domestic filings, from 976 during fiscal Year 

1998, to the current level of 582 filings. Likewise, juvenile filings decreased 34.6 percent, 

from 327 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 214 during Fiscal Year 2002. During that same 

period, delinquency filings decreased 22 percent, from 227 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 

the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 177 filings. 

During Fiscal Year 2002, civil case disposition averaged 180 days, while criminal 

and juvenile case disposition averaged 110 days and 50 days, respectively. Several 

initiatives have been implemented in Queen Anne's Counts' to ensure effective case 

management, including timely issuance of scheduling orders, strict enforcement of the 

continuance policy and timely application of Rule 2-507. 

St. Mary's County 

Located on the southern most tip of Maryland, approximately 89,700 people are 

expected to populate St. Mary's County by July 1, 2003. St. Mary's County's three 

resident judges conducted more than 3,100 hearings during Fiscal Year 2002. 

In contrast to the influx of residents to St. Mary's Count}', filing activity has 

decreased by nearly 32 percent over the last five years. There were 5,082 cases filed 

during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 3,460 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. Decreases 

were noted in each of the functional areas, with the most significant statistical decrease 

occurring in overall civil filings. There were 2,393 civil cases filed during Fiscal Year 

2002, a decrease of 35.3 percent or 1,304 filings from the Fiscal Year 1998 level of 3,697 

filings. Contributing to the reported decrease was a 43 percent decrease in domestic 

filings. There were 3,000 domestic cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 
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the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 1,710 filings. Juvenile filings followed decreasing more 

than 39 percent from 612 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 372 

filings. A 25.5 percent decrease in delinquency filings (from 467 during Fiscal Year 

1998, to 348 during Fiscal Year 2002) contributed to the decrease in juvenile filings. 

Criminal case filings also decreased during the five-year period, 10.1 percent, from 773 

in Fiscal Year 1998, to 695 in Fiscal Year 2002. That decrease can be attributed to a 23.7 

percent decrease in requests for jury trials emanating from the District Court, from 481 

during Fiscal Year 1998 to the current total of 367 filings. 

The average time from filing to disposition during Fiscal Year 2002 was 176 days 

for civil cases, 115 days for criminal cases and 68 days for juvenile cases. Court staff 

participated in case flow principles training to gain a better understanding of tools and 

techniques for improved case management. The Court is exploring several of those 

management tools. 

Somerset County 

Somerset Countv is located in the First judicial Circuit ot Marviand. Population 

in that subdivision is expected to approximate 25,300 by July 1, 2003. One of several 

single-judge jurisdictions on the Eastern Shore, Somerset County recorded more than 

2,400 hearings during Fiscal Year 2002. 

Filing activity decreased approximately 10.3 percent over the last five years in 

Somerset County. There were 2,248 total cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared 

with the Fiscal Year 2002 total of 2,016 filings. Contributing most significantly to the 

reported decrease was a 38.7 percent decrease in criminal filings, from 558 during Fiscal 

Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 342 filings. Decreases in jurv trial pravers 

(from 345 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 163 in Fiscal Year 2002) and indictment and 

information filings (from 187 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 146 in Fiscal Year 2002) contributed 

to the reported decrease in criminal filings. In contrast, a 4.1 percent increase in 

domestic filings contributed to the 8.3 percent rise in total civil filings. There were 1,385 
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civil cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the current total of 1,500 civil 

filings. 

Civil case disposition averaged 135 days during Fiscal Year 2002 in Somerset 

County. The average time expended in criminal cases was 92 davs, while juvenile cases 

averaged 43 days. The Court has undertaken several initiatives to ensure effective case 

management, including implementation of a strict continuance policy, operf and 

continuous communication with the State's Attorney and Public Defender and the use 

of retired judges to preside over settlement conferences. 

Talbot County 

Talbot County is located in the Second Judicial Circuit. Its July 1, 2003, projected 

population is 34,800 residents. Talbot County has one resident judge. During Fiscal 

Year 2002, more than 2,600 hearings were conducted. 

Over the last five years, total filings have increased more than 20 percent in 

Talbot County, from 1,929 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current total of 2,329 filings. 

Increases were noted in three of the four functional areas, with the greatest increase 

reported in juvenile filings. There was a 60 percent increase reported in juvenile case 

filings, from 285 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 456 filings. 

That increase can be attributed to a 123.8 percent rise in delinquency filings, from 189 

during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 423 filings. Likewise, total civil case 

filings rose 23 percent, from 1,157 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 1,423 filings during Fiscal 

Year 2002. A 22.4 percent increase in domestic case filings contributed to the overall 

increase. There were 891 domestic cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 

1,091 during Fiscal Year 2002. The only functional area to experience a decrease during 

the five-year period was criminal, decreasing 8 percent. There were 487 criminal cases 

filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 448 during Fiscal Year 2002. A 51.9 

percent decrease in criminal appeals (from 52 in Fiscal Year 1998 to 25 in Fiscal Year 

2002) contributed to the reported decrease. 



Civil case disposition averaged 201 days, while criminal and juvenile case 

disposition averaged 125 days and 42 days, respectively. The Court has made several 

strides toward ensuring effective case management. Among those efforts are 

implementing a case management plan for civil cases, utilizing domestic masters to 

conduct scheduling conferences in domestic cases, and generating additional 

management reports to track progress. 

Washington County 

Located in the Fourth Judicial Circuit, Washington County is expected to be 

home to approximately 135,400 residents by July 1, 2003. Washington County has four 

resident judges. The statistical analysis indicates a need for an additional judge. 

During Fiscal Year 2002, there were more than 6,400 hearings conducted. 

Filing activity in Washington County increased 6.9 percent over the last five 

years, from 8,353 filings during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 8,926 filings. 

Contributing to the reported increase were increases in domestic and delinquencv 

filings, as well as a rise in the number of requests for jurv trials emanating from the 

District Court. There were 4,271 domestic cases filed during Fiscal Year 2002, an 

increase of 19 percent over the Fiscal Year 1998 level of 3,590 filings. Likewise, 

delinquency filings increased 22.1 percent (from 562 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 686 in Fiscal 

Year 2002), while a 16 percent increase was noted in jury trial prayers, from 1,359 

during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 1,576 filings. 

Overall, civil filings rose 11.2 percent during the five-year period. There were 4,848 

civil case filings reported during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the Fiscal Year 2002 

total of 5,393 filings. Criminal filings also increased during the same period, from 2,409 

in Fiscal Year 1998, to 2,714 in Fiscal Year 2002, an increase of 12.7 percent. 

During Fiscal Year 2002, civil case disposition averaged 196 davs, while criminal 

and juvenile case disposition averaged 105 days and 63 days, respectivelv. Ever 

conscious of the importance of effective case management, the Court has employed 
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several tools to ensure efficiency. Among those tools is strict enforcement of the 

continuance policy, effective use of settlement conferences in domestic cases, and 

improvement to procedures for handling juvenile waivers. 

Wicomico County 

Wicomico County is housed in the First Judicial Circuit. It is one of the most 

populous subdivisions on the Eastern Shore with a July 1, 2003, projected population of 

89,000 residents. Wicomico County has three judges tasked with adjudicating its ever- 

increasing caseload. During Fiscal Year 2002, there were more than 6,200 hearings 

conducted. 

There has been a significant rise in filing activity in Wicomico Countv over the 

last five years. Total filings increased from 4,778 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal 

Year 2002 level of 6,185 filings, an increase of 29.4 percent. Increases were noted in each 

of the functional areas. Total civil case filings rose 30 percent during the five-year 

period, from 2,473 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level oi 3,214 filings. That 

increase can be attributed to a 38.4 percent increase in domestic r.lings. There were 

1,710 domestic cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 2,367 filings during 

Fiscal Year 2002. Likewise, a 25.1 percent increase was noted in criminal filings during 

the last five years, from 1,874 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 2,345 filings. 

During the five-year period, jury trial prayers increased 39.4 percent (from 965 in Fiscal 

Year 1998, to 1,345 in Fiscal Year 2002), while a 3.5 percent increase was reported in 

indictment and information filings (from 774 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 801 in Fiscal Year 

2002). Juvenile filings also increased, from 431 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 626 during 

Fiscal Year 2002, an increase of 45.2 percent. The aforementioned increase can be 

attributed to an 83 percent rise in delinquency filings. There were 312 delinquency 

cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998. That figure compares with the Fiscal Year 2002 level 

of 571 filings. 

Civil case disposition in Wicomico County averaged 231 days during Fiscal Year 



2002, while criminal case disposition averaged 86 days. An average of 49 days was 

expended from filing to disposition of juvenile cases during that same period. Several 

initiatives have been undertaken to improve case management in Wicomico County, 

including immediate rescheduling of continued cases, closer monitoring of cases to 

ensure that psychological and medical evaluations are received in a timelv manner and 

weekly juvenile arraignments in an attempt to move toward legal representation for 

juveniles. 

Worcester County 

Worcester County is located in the First Judicial Circuit. It is projected that 

population in this subdivision will approximate 50,900 residents by July 1, 2003. There 

are two judges assigned to Worcester County. During Fiscal Year 2002, there 

reportedly were more than 2,600 hearings conducted. 

During the last five years, total filings in Worcester County rose nearly 33 

percent. There were 5,160 case filings reported during Fiscal Year 2002. an additional 

1,27U case filings over the Fiscal Year 1998 total of 3,890 filings. Contributing most 

significantly to the reported increase was a 74 percent rise in overall civil case filings, 

from 2,030 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 3,532 filings reported during Fiscal Year 2002. 

The aforementioned increase can be attributed to an 84.2 percent increase in domestic 

filings. There were 1,261 domestic cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 

the current level of 2,323 filings. Also increasing during the five-year period were 

indictment and information filings, from 334 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 419 filings 

during Fiscal Year 2002, an increase of approximately 25.4 percent. During the same 

period, jury trial prayers decreased nearly 20 percent, from 1,131 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 

906 filings reported during Fiscal Year 2002. 

Case disposition time during Fiscal Year 2002 averaged 167 days for civil cases, 

93 days for criminal cases and 68 days for juvenile cases. Among the steps taken to 

ensure effective management of cases in Worcester County is mediation for complicated 
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civil matters, scheduling conferences for domestic cases within 30-60 days after case is 

at issue and the use of ADR programs. 

29 



District Court 



V v 

JAMES N. VAUGHAN 
Chief Judge 

DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

September 5. 2002 

Courts of Appeal Buitoirj 
Annapous. Marylanc 2140: 

Tel (410)260-1525 
Fax (410) 974-5026 

The Honorable Robert M. Bell 
Chief Judge. Court of Appeals of Maryland 
634 Courthouse East 
111 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Judge-Belize <-< { 

Our need for additional judgeships in the District Court is as great if not greater, as that 
outlined in our certification request last year (copy enclosed.) I am aware of the state's fiscal 
crisis, but fee! it incumbent on me to restate our need for the same six additional iudceships that 
we requested last year: District One. Baltimore City (]): District Two, Worcester County'n \- 
District Four. St Man "s Count}- i! i: District Fixe. Pr:nce Georee's I ounr. ^ i, ^nj Di-tru' 
S;1.cr.. Anne Arunde! Count}' (I;. 

In addition to the information submitted in last year's request. I offer the following 
comments: 

DISTRICT ONE - BALTIMORE CITY 

Motor vehicle filings are up drastically from last year's statistics. Criminal filines have 
also shown an increase. Although landlord/tenant filings have slightly declined, there has been a 
contrasting increase in contract'tort cases. Baltimore City is second to Pnnce Georce's County in 
the number of domestic violence cases filed, totaling 3.628. and third highest in the state for 
peace orders. The judicial workload assessment conducted approximate!} two vears aeo 
recommended the addition of at least two judges to this jurisdiction. 

DISTRICT TWO   W ORCESTER COUNTY 

We continue to try- to keep abreast of our caseload in this jurisdiction K "shiftinc" 
judges, which has a "robbing Peter to pa\ Paul effect." The time"has come that u.* can nn !,.-.— 
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refer to Ocean City as a summer court. Since last year's report, criminal case filings have 
increased, and the number of DWI citations has doubled! 

DISTRICT FOUR - ST. MARY'S COUNTY 

This is the^yuh year in which we have asked for the creation of an additional judgeship 
for St. Mary's County. We remain in need of this judgeship to serve our needs, and the needs of 
the public, in this district. 

DISTRICT FIVE - PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY 

The National Center for State Courts, in its assessment of our judicial workload, 
recommended the addition of at least four judges to serve the needs of the citizens of Prince 
George's County. Last year, to be conservative and recognizing our needs statewide, we asked 
for the creation of two additional judgeships. We reiterate our need for these two judgeships. 

DISTRICT SEVEN - ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 

This is the ihird year the administrative judge in this district has asked for the creation of 
an additional judgeship. Although able to certify this need, this is only the second year in which 
we have requested that you certify our request. 

As you know, two of our existing judges were recently appointed to the circuit court, but 
this left only one vacancy due to former Chief Judge Rasin returning to the trial bench. 

Typically, the judges in this jurisdiction spend long hours on the bench. High case filings 
also continue in this jurisdiction. 

We rely heavily on the use of retired judges to keep our courtrooms open and running 
when judges take leave or retire. These judges continue to be of enormous assistance to us. but 
with our heavy dockets we must use these judges to the maximum in order to keep ur with our 
caseload.  Several of these judges are sitting so much that they are "maxing-out" before the end 
of the year, leaving us with no possible way to cover emergencies, training, etc. in cenain parts of 
the state. 
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Your consideration is very much appreciated. 

Verv trulv vours. 

Enclosure 

cc:       The Honorable Keith E. Mathews 
The Honorable John L. Norton, III 
The Honorable Stephen L. Clagett 
The Honorable Frank M. Kratovil 
The Honorable James W. Dry den 
Ms. Patricia L. Platt 
Mr. Richard W. Clemens 
Ms. Lisa!. Ritter 
Ms. Barbara J. Allison 

James N. Vaughan 
Chief Judge 



MARTHA F. RASIN 
CM»tJudg* 

DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

September 10,2001 

Courts ol Aooeai E-jsor^ 
Annaooiis. Maryianc i-C 

Tel: t4i0)260-;52f 
=axM4l0)974-5C2S 

The Honorable Robert M. Bell 
Chief Judge, Court of Appeals of Maryland 
634 Courthouse East 
111 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Judge Bell: 

In accordance with established procedure I have solicited the views of our twelve 
administrative judges as to whether a need exists in their respective districis for additionai 
judgeships. I received the following requesrs: District One. Baltimore Citv ( H: District Two. 
Worcester Coumy 
Countv f-n. and Dis 

: District Four. St. Mary's County . 1 i. District r:\'e. 
net Seven. Anne .Arunde: Counrs' ('. •. 

After a review of supporting documentation and my own analysis of our statewide needs, 
I am herewith submitting the request that you certify a need for six additional judgeships. as 
follows: District One, Baltimore City (1): District Two, Worcester County (1); District Four. St. 
Mary's County (1); District Five, Prince George's County (2), and District Seven, .Anne Arundel 
County (1). You will recall that last year four of these judgeships were included in your 
certification request, Baltimore City, Worcester County, St. Mary's County and Prince George's 
County. The General Assembly treated our request favorably for the most pan. If anv-thing^the 
merits of last year's request are even stronger since no judgesinps were created. 

DISTRICT ONE - BALTIMORE CITY 

The courtroom in central booking is now operating five days a week, necessitating the 
assignment of one District Court judge there every day. The Earh Disposition Docket a. our 
Eastside court is running five days a week with the assignment of one full-time judae. In 
addition, our ''drug court'' is fully operational and requires the assignment of a judge who has 
special knowledge in the area of drug treatment. Another specialty docket is the domestic 
Violence docket, which occupies a judge full time. 
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This district is the only district in the state that necessitates a full-time housing docket, 
and is the only jurisdiction within our court that has condemnation powers. 

As Judge Mathews points out in his enclosed letter, Baltimore City is also the only 
jurisdiction where it takes four judicial days a week for the handling of parking tickets. 

A slight decline in filings has not eased the strain on our judicial resources in Baltimore 
City. The increase in civil jurisdiction, with more complex cases, decreases the amount of time 
available for "routine" adjudication in other areas. I am concerned that judges in Baltimore City 
are cutting comers just to get the work done. We need additional judicial resources to prevent 
this. The recent workload assessment study determined the need for at least two additional 
judges for Baltimore City. However, at this time we are asking for the creation of only one 
additional judgeship. 

Space to accommodate this j udgeship will be available with the opening of the new John 
R. Hargrove District Court Building, now slated for December, 2002. Monies will be placed in 
the budget for staffing, contingent on the receipt of this judgeship. (For easy reference, last 
year i jupcortji:: -ocamentation is enclosed.; 

DISTRICT TWO - WORCESTER COLTVTY 

Judge Norton very adequately sets out in his supponing documentation our need for an 
additional judgeship in this jurisdiction. I, again, wholeheartedly support his request. This 
judgeship would be based in Ocean City, where we presendy have a chambers and courtroom to 
accommodate this position; however, as you see below, the creation of one new judgeship in this 
lower shore district will help all counties. We envision the new judge would sit about half of the 
time in Ocean City and the other half in Salisbury. 

We are presently supporting our Ocean City coun by borrowing our "Snow Hill judge." 
whose own caseload now reflects the need for additional coun days. The heavy caseload 
generated in Ocean City, particularly in the summer months, indeed places a burden on most of 
the surrounding couns in that jurisdiction. As Judge Norton points out. our present av^iabilir/ 
of judicial resources in this locality has generated difficulty in accommodating public need for 
prompt adjudication. 

The caseload in our Wicomico County coun has consistently increased over the past five 
years. The increase in just the number of domestic violence cases has necessitated a scheduled 
protective hearing docket, and it will not be long before delays will start to occur in the sufficient 
sening ^t tna; dates ;n other areas.  At present this facility is being renovated to aceen^aodate a 
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third courtroom, thereby providing the space needed for a -'pan-time" Worcester Countv judee to 
assist with the growing caseload in this jurisdiction. 

r 

The caseload in our Somerset County court has also steadily increased over the past five 
years. By necessity, our judge in that jurisdiction has been helping out in both Worcester and 
Wicomico County. The creation of a new judgeship for Worcester County would afford 
Somerset County an additional day per week to address the beginnings of initial trial delays. 

I believe the enclosed documentation sufficiently supports the need for an additional 
judgeship in this district, and that the creation of such a judgeship would greatlv enhance the 
quality of justice for our citizens on the lower shore. (For easy reference, last vear's supporting 
documentation is enclosed.) 

DISTRICT FOUR - ST. MARY'S COUNTY 

For the past three years the administrative judge in this district has asked that we seek an 
additional judgeship for St. Mary's Count}-. His request was included in cur certification 'as: 
vear. 

As -ucge L.agei: points out in kis enclosed iener. 'ius is one of me fastest erowine 
regions in the state, with the highest population in the state per District Court judge   The" 
cnminal and civil dockets in St. Mary's County, as well as Calvert Countv-. are to the critical 
point. The number of criminal cases filed in St. Mary's County continues to nse. There has also 
been a corresponding increase in contract/tort cases, as well as an increase in the number of 
peace orders. Judge Clagett reports that the criminal and civil dockets in St. Marv's are such that 
it is taking, m some cases, six to ten months to get a trial date. He states that "as a general rule" 
it is taking at least four months to set criminal cases in Calvert County. 

All over the state it has become increasingly necessary for judges to devote more time to 
complex civil cases, in trial, in pre-hearing conferences, and in chambers. 

A second judge in St. Mary's will serve not only that countv but also the district.  As with 
the request for District Two (lower shore L a new judee in District Four Southern Marv'ard 
judge would meet a regional need. The addition of a judee in St. Marv's Coiiitv' not ^1^0^ 
ease the ourdens m that county but would greatly reduce the time that it now takes to set'an 
initial tnal date in Calvert County. I suppon Judge Ciagetfs recuest. and nave enclosed 
documentation for this year as well as for the past two years. Chambers and ccurtroom scace arc 
available, and monies have been requested in the buueet lor a bailiff anc counroom clerk 
contingent upon the receipt of this judgeship. 
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DISTRICT FIVE - PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY 

Judge Kratovil's enclosed memorandum asks for the creation of four additional 
judgeships for Prince George's County. His request was based, in part, on the recent assessment 
by the National Center for State Courts, recommending an additional 4.5 judges for this 
jurisdiction. While Judge Kratovil has made a good case, and while there may well be a need for 
four, I am being conservative and taking our statewide needs into consideration and asking that 
you certify a need for two additional judgeships for this district 

Prince George's County continues to have the highest number of domestic violence cases 
in the state, with 3,602 cases for the period July, 2000 through June, 2001. This jurisdiction 
trails Baltimore County only slightly in the number of peace orders, with L057 such filings for 
the same time period. Indeed, this county is not far behind Baltimore City in the number of 
landlord/tenant cases. There were 123,935 such cases filed in this time frame. This district is 
also second to only Baltimore City in the number of criminal cases filed. 

I have enclosed Judge Kratovil"s current documentation, as well as his request from last 
year, anu a.^ thai you cenify a need for two additio;;^ jud^eshiri for Prince George's Countv. 
Chambers and courtrooms are available, and monies will be piaced in the budset for courtroom 
staff, contingent upon the receipt of these judgeships. 

DISTRICT SEVEN - ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 

You will recall that last year the administrative judge in this district submitted 
documentation for an additional judgeship in this jurisdiction. Although I felt he made a very 
good case, after taking into consideration our statewide judicial needs, I recommended that we 
not seek a judgeship in .Anne Arundel County. 

Judge Dryden has again submitted his request. I concur, and ask that you certify a need 
for an additional judgeship in Anne Arundel County. The need for a new judge has increased in 
the past year. 

The /ueges in -.hi; district continue to spend more time cr. the bench than in any other. 
Current statistics covering the time penod July, 2000 through June. 2001 show more criminal 
case filings than in Montgomery County, and the number of drunk driving cases for that same 
time period is the highest in the state, with 6.905 such cases. Landlord/tenant filings are also 
slightly up in this district, and there has been an increase in the number of domestic violence 
cases. As you know, nearly every domestic violence case requires two hearings within a two- 
week oeriod. 
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I have enclosed Judge Dryden's current request, as well as his supporting documentation 
last year, and ask that you certify a need for an additional judgeship in .Anne Arundel County. 
Space is available for the conversion of a courtroom and chambers, and monies will be placed in 
the budget for an additional bailiff and clerk to staff the courtroom. 

We rely heavily on the use of retired judges to keep courtrooms open and running when 
judges retire or take leave. These judges are of enormous assistance to us, but I believe that we 
cannot continue to rely solely on them to provide the level of service that we have in the past. 
Our ability to use retired judges for other valuable services such as conducting settlement 
conferences and helping to reduce backlogs is greatly reduced by our necessity of relying on them 
for day-to-day assistance m •'regular"cases. From July 1, 2000 through June 30, 2001 we 
assigned retired judges for a total of 1,710.5 judge days as compared "to 1,522 this same time last 
year. 

I appreciate your consideration in certifying the need for the following judgeships: 

_s:s;nci Une. Baltimore Ciiy ; 
iJistnci iwo, vv orcester County i 
District Four, St. Mary's County 1 
District Five, Prince George's County 2 
District Seven, Anne Arundel County 1 

Thank vou. 

Sincerelv, 

V D ii^tfcrtei^ 
Martha F. Rasin 

MFR:bja 

Enclosures 
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cc:       The Honorable Keith E. Mathews 
The Honorable John L. Norton, III 
The Honorable Stephen L. Clagett 
The Honorable Frank M. Kratovil 
The Honorable James W. Dryden 
Ms. Patricia L. Platt 
Mr. Richard W. Clemens 
Ms. Lisa I. Ritter 
Ms. Barbara J. Allison 



CASE FILINGS IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND—JURISDICTIONS REQUESTING JUDGESHIPS 

Case Type 
Anne Arundel County Baltimore City Prince George's County St. Mary's County Worcester County 

FY200I FY 2002 FY 2001 FY 2002 FY 2001 FY 2002 FY2001 FY2002 FY 2001 FY2002 

Motor Vehicle 101,591 94,117 107,089 136,392 126,888 115,177 20,077 14,058 20,220 22,817 

(ivil 42,878 43,546 206,493 193,096 164,377 159,163 5,065 5,000 3,759 3,553 

Criminal 12,892 13,332 65,959 76,132 21,017 21,764 2,865 2,590 5,264 5,633 

Domestk- Violence 1,859 1,966 3,474 3,628 3,606 4,067 166 206 149 139 

DWI 6,905 6,920 1,601 2,404 4,320 4,097 746 1,120 816 1,606 

Peace Orders 626 942 652 1,195 1,057 1,759 109 181 72 100 
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Divorce 
Domestic Violence 
Delinquency 
(riinititil Jury Trial Prayer 
CINA 
CINS 
Other Civil 
Other Domestic 
Other Juvenile 
Post Conviction 
Paternity and Non-Support 
Torts 
I I'K and (iuanlianships 

Total 

•UIMIWMIIIIimWI 

FY 21)02 
Filings 

8 
31 
25 

27-1 

2(. 
352 

V,» 

42 t 
142 
15 

22C. 
VII 

2 
7 

358 
49 
1(> 

2J29 

Judge 
Need 

0.01 
0.04 
0.03 
0.25 

0.06 
0.18 

0.02 
0.14 
0.05 
0.01 
0.00 
0.07 
0.18 
0.00 
0.02 
0.19 
0.09 
002 
1.37 

Adjusted 
Judge 
Need 

1.37 



mmmtmmMmmmmmmmmmsmmm mwm!smm&wwim,9mwim}mm\m3wmmM^&m*m:U^ wmmmmmmm 

Third Circuit 

Cm mi *L 
Ballimore 

Case type 

Adoptions & Guardianships 
Civil Appeals 
Criminal Appeals 
Criminal Indictments 
Contracts 
I )ivorce 
Domestic Violence 
Delinquency 
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 
CINA 
CINS 
Other Civil 

Other Domestic 

Other Juvenile 
I'osi Conviction 
I'alcmity and Non-Support 
Torts 
I I'R and Guardianships 

Total 

l-Y 20(12 

rHiii^'s 

117 

8.VJ 

l.?HI 

•1,0 IV 

975 

A,KM) 

7«^ 

V)17 

1.46*. 

527 

IS 

.'.7111 

S.f 

I 

l,(M ! 

l.tlX. 
7! 

2,»f«74 

Judge 
Need 

0.39 
108 
142 
3.40 
2.12 
2.29 
0.51 
1.25 
0.45 
0.31 
0 01 
1.70 

1 36 
004 
().(X) 

0.52 
245 
007 
19.38 

Adjusted 
Judge 
Need 

19.38 



County 

Harford 

Case type ^ 
Adoptions & Guardianships 
Civil Appeals 
Criminal Appeals 
Criminal Indictments 
Contracts 

Divorce 
Domestic Violence 
Dcliiiqnency 
Criminal Jury Irial Prayer 
CINA 
CINS 
Other Civil 
Other Domestic 
Other Juvenile 
Post Conviction 
hilemity and Non-Support 
Torts 
I PR and (iuardiansliips 

Total 

I-Y 2(102 
lilings 

93 
210 
1H2 
755 

H') 

\.(,HU 

375 

I.SOS 

I.S(. 

0 

1.127 

l.f.M 
10 
21 

l.-los 

207 
30 

HU57 

Judge 
Need 

0.12 
0.29 
0.22 
0.68 
0.21 
0.85 
0.26 
0.22 
0.50 
0 12 
O.tK) 
0.47 
0.85 
0.01 
008 
0.76 
0.38 
0.03 
6.04 

Adjusted 
Judge 
Need 

6.04 



[MIllu.llUlllwJIIIJiWIJMIMWIIPl^WPWt^WMWJ'lWIWAMCTIlW'fl! 

County Case type Case typ 

Washington Adoptions A Guardianships 
Civil Appeals 
Criminal Appeals 
Criminal Indictments 
Contracts 
Divorce 
Domestic Violence 
Delinquency 
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 
CINA 
CINS 
Other Civil 
Other Domestic 
Oilier Juvenile 
I'ost Conviction 
I'ttlernity and Noii-Sitpport 
Torts 
I I'K mid (iiiunlimiships 

Total 

l-'Y 2(102 
lilinps 

41 
I'JO 
lit 
981 
71 

1,117 
.12 

686 

1,576 

86 
3 

I'M 
I,SOS 

10 
Hi 

1,27 1 
117 

S,V26 

Adjusted 
Judge 
Need 

mtBamsmwmam 

S.11 



8^^$$j§&#!a$P$^^ 

Fourth Circuit 

Comity 

Al legally 

Case type m 
Adoptions & Guardianships 
Civil Appeals 
Criminal Appeals 
Criminal Indictments 
Contracts 
Divorce 
Domestic Violence 

Delinqueiicy 
Criminnl Jury Irial Prayer 
CINA 
CINS 
Oilier Civil 
Other Domestic 
Other Juvenile 
Post Conviction 
Paternity and Non-Support 
Torts 
TPR and Chianliansliips 

Total 

I Y 2002 
Filings 

26 

195 

5.1 

2(K» 

12 

55K 

20 

•HIS 

VVI 

V) 
IS 

705 

4«2 

(> 

0 

VII 

f.l 

I 

J,-170 

Judge 
Need 

0.03 
0.27 
0.06 
0.18 

0.03 
0.28 
0.01 

0.14 
0.11 
0.02 
0.01 
0.23 
0.25 
0.00 
0.(K) 
0 19 
0.12 
0.00 
1.95 

Adjusted 
Judge 
Need 

1.95 



^^^^mw^^ist^m^^^m^^^^^'^''^ 

Comity 

Ciarrett 
Case type 

Adoptions & Guardianships 
Civil Appeals 
Criminal Appeals 
Criminal Indictments 
Contracts 
Divorce 
Domestic Violence 
Delinquency 
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 
CINA 
CINS 
Other Civil 
Other Diimestic 
Other Juvenile 
Post Conviction 
Palumily and Non-Support 
lorls 
I I'R mid ChiHitliiuisliips 

Total 

!• Y 20(12 
r'ilinps 

II 
IS 
19 

HI 
I 1 

I7S 
2f» 
K9 
31 
IX 
II 

170 

M.' 

21 

II 

1,122 

Judge 
Need 

0.01 
0.02 
0.02 
0.12 
003 
0.09 
0 02 
0.03 
0.01 
0.02 
0.01 
0.06 
0.11 
0.02 
0.01 
0.05 
OtNV 

003 
0.72 

Adjusted 
Judge 
Need 

1.00 



mmmmtmmM mmmmmmmmmmmtmmm 

Fifth Circuit Adjusted 
1-Y 2002 Judge Judge 

Comity Case type liliiifis Need Need 
Anne Arundel Adoptions & Guardianships 405 0.50 12.82 

Civil Appeals 420 0.54 
Crimina] AppeoJs KM 0.90 
Criminal Indictments 1,111 3.73 
Contracts UA 1.01 
Divorce U<>4 1.59 
Domestic Violence I5)1) 0.24 
Delinquency 2,S|'> 080 
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer H'X) 0.27 
UNA 107 0.06 
CINS 0 0.00 
Other Civil \070 1 56 
Other Domestic 7n 035 
Other Juvenile 10 0.01 
I'ost Conviction 11 0.04 
I'alemity and Non-Support S9S 0 30 
Torts >?! 0.91 
TPR and Guardiansliips s 0.00 

Total 20,712 12.82 



mmmmrmmtmmm mmmmmmmmmm 

Comity 

Carroll 

Case type 

Adoptions & Uuardtanships 
Civil Appeals 
Criminal Appeals 
Criminal Indiutnients 
Contracts 
Divorce 
Domestic Violence 
Delinquency 
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 
CINA 
CINS 
Other Civil 
Other Donieslic 

t Hlier Juvenile 
Post Conviction 

Paternity and Non-Support 
Torts 

I l'l< in id (iiiaidianships 
Total 

1-Y 20(12 

lilings 

I2K 

126 
ISS 

717 

58 

sm 
104 

1,090 
l.l'JO 

it 
9(-7 

S'M 

2/ 

I 

I2K 

'M 

(i 

<.,()55 

Judge 
Need 

0.17 
0.17 
0.18 
0.67 
0.13 
0.45 
0.28 
0.37 
039 
0.02 
0.01 
0.32 
0.11 
0.02 
0.00 
0.07 
0 17 
0 00 
3.76 

Adjusted 
Judge 
Need 

3.76 



•mmmmmmmmmitmsm ^f^^m^^sem^^/mmmmii ^wwwiwwuwpum m^mmimmmmmm mmmmmimtimim 

l-'Y 2002 
Comity Case type liliiigs 
Howard Adoptions & Guardianships SI) 

Civil Appeals 220 
Criminal Appeals 18(, 
Criminal Indictments 622 
Contracts 
Divorce 

Domestic Violence 
Delinquency 
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 
CINA 
C1NS 
Oilier Civil 
Oilier Domestic 
Other Juvenile 
I'osl Conviction 
I'ateniily and Non-Support 
loils 
H'R and (iuardianships 

Total 

252 
\,M)5 
215 

1,051 

y(>7 

U'M 
701 

4-1 
0 

521 
254 
14 

7,977 

Judge 
Need 

0.11 
0.30 
0.22 
056 
0.59 
0.66 
0.15 
0.36 
0.32 
0.15 
0.00 
043 
0,37 
0.03 
()<K) 
028 
047 
0 01 
5.01 

Adjusted 
Judge 
Need 

5.01 



msgsmmmmmm mmwmtmmmMmmm. 

Vimv a. 
[•rcilcrick 

Sixth Circuit Adjusted 
l« Y 2002 Judge Judge 

..Case type lilinps Need Need 
Adoptions & (inanliaiiships V.*) 0.13 4.96 
Civil Appeals Ir.l 0.22 
CritiHiial Appeals 20X 0.25 
Criminal Indictments 51.1 0.49 
Contracts KM 0.24 
Divorce L.^HS 0.70 
Domestic Violence •If. 0.03 
Delinquency 2.01'; 0.68 
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer L.'SSt. 0.52 
CINA 15^ 0.10 
CINS 21 0.01 
Other Civil i.tnx 0.34 
Olhci Domestic I.OV, 0..V. 
Other Juvenile IX 0.01 
I'osl Coiiviclion 2 0.01 
Paternity and Non-Support UM 0.34 
Torts l(.S 0.31 
1 PR and (iiiardtunships 17 0(12 

Total '>,252 4.9f. 



wmmMmmwwwm mmiwmwmm 

Comity Case i^ 
Montgomery Adoptions & Guardianships 

Civil Appeals 
Criminal Appeals 
Criminal Indictments 
Contracts 
Divorce 
I )oinestic Violence 
Delinquency 
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 
CINA 
CINS 
Oilier Civil 
Oilier Domestic 
Oilier Juvenile 
I'ost Conviclion 
I'iiteniity and Non-Support 
Torts 

ITR and (iuardianships 
Total 

IY 201)2 
I'ilings 

l,8W 
807 
987 

2,992 

1,61? 
S,.|!S 

7(.S 
',7n 
2,711 

I'M 
2 

I0.20(> 
9=19 

M, 

0 

Mi'M 

1.110 

7? 

,15.921 

Judge 
Need 

2.34 

1.04 

1.09 

251 
3.51 
2.56 

0.50 
I 18 
085 
Oil 
0(K) 
3.15 
0.47 
0.03 
0.00 
1.06 
2.45 
0.07 
22.93 

Adjusted 
Judge 
Need 

22.93 



^^tmrnifrmmmt^mm/sm^mT^m 

Seventh Circuit 

Cotmty Case Iv 

(iilvert Adoptions & Cluanlianships 
Civil Appeals 
Critninitl Appeals 
C'liininul Indiclmenls 
Coutniuts 
Divorce 
I )tiniestic Violence 
Delinquency 
CrimiiKtl Jury Irial Prayer 
CINA 
CINS 
Oilier Civil 
Oilier Domestic 
(Hlier Juvenile 
I'osl Conviction 
I'iilemity mid Non-Support 
(oils 

ll'K iiud (iuiirdiaiisliips 
T<»t»l 

I'Y 2(102 

I'llinys 

V) 
so 
.'ll 

.>K! I 

I') 

7HI 

no 
61 n 
2V) 
H7 

! 
(.11 

77! 

1^ 

0 

<)')? 

7H 

II 

4,77'» 

Judge 
Need 

().()6 
0.07 
0.03 
0.25 
0.04 
0.39 
0.09 
0.20 
0.08 
0.05 
0.00 
0.21 

0 41 
0.01 
0.00 
0.54 
0.14 
0.<X> 

2.60 

Adjusted 
Judge 
Need 

2.60 



MMmMWMfWWWMIWWSMss 

Comity 

Charles 
Case type 

Adoptions & Guardianships 
Civil Appeals 
Criminal Appeals 
Criminal Indictments 
Contracts 
Divorce 
Domestic Violence 
Delinquency 
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 
CINA 
(INS 
Oilier Civil 
Oilier Domestic 
Oilier Juvenile 
I'ost Conviction 

Paternity and Non-Support 
Torts 

ll'R and CJuardianships 
Total 

F Y 21)02 
Mliiigs 

47 
l)f) 

.S8 
7.1() 
70 

I.OKI 
-101 
')'») 
8X7 
.M 
0 

I.K.s 
VKI 

7 
27 

L2V7 
I7f. 
II 

8,111(1 

Judge 
Need 

0.06 
0.13 
0.(17 
0.65 
0.16 
0.52 
0.28 
0.14 
0 29 
0.02 
(UK) 
018 
0.52 
0 01 
0.09 
0.70 
0 33 
001 
4.57 

Adjusted 
Judge 
Need 

4.57 



County 

Prince (Jeorge's 

Case t£pe 
Adoptions & Guardianships 
Civil Appeals 
Criminal Appeals 
Criminal Indictments 

Contracts 
Divorce 
Domestic Violence 
Delinquency 

Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 

CINA 

cms 
Other Civil 
Oilier Domestic 
Oilier Juvenile 
Post Conviction 
Paternity and Non-Support 
Torts 
D'K and Guardianships 

Total 

I Y ,'ii(i2 

Hint's 

127 

2x:> 

!.o\' 
KX7 

0.2(.(l 
7S| 

l.ll4' 

5.012 

}\^ 
i 

H.dll 

I'll 
II 

271 

V>'>> 

I.KXI 

SX 

•J«.(»I5 

Judge 
Need 

0.16 
0.76 
0.31 
3.40 
1.93 
2.95 
0.49 
1.31 
1.55 
0.20 
0.00 
265 
I 64 
0.03 
088 
2.02 
3 28 
0 05 
23.62 

Adjusted 
Judge 
Need 

23.62 



Nwwwmim^ W5""WfW?WMW- 

unity 

SI Mary's 

Case type 

Adoptions & (iuardiaiiships 
Civil Appeals 
Criminal Appeals 
Criminal Imliclmciils 
Contriicls 
Divorce 

Dorneslic Violence 
Dclin(|iiency 
Criiniiinl Jmy I riiil I'rayer 
CINA 
CINS 
Dlher Civil 
Oilier Dorneslic 
Oilier Juvenile 
I'osi Conviction 
I'iilernity and Non-Support 
Torts 

I I'K iind (iiifinliiinslups 
Total 

IY 20112 

I'iliiU's 

52 

2^ 

.UK) 

2H 

^Xt) 

11.2 

.ll« 

M>~! 

]') 

II 

s|^ 

.h.ll 

I) 

-I'Ml 

^ 

Judge 
Need 

003 

007 

003 

027 

0.07 

029 

Oil 

0.12 

0 12 

0.01 

0.00 

0 IX 

024 

0.00 

000 

026 

0 II 

0.00 

1.92 

Adjusted 
Judge 
Need 

1.92 



>m^^^S!V^mmi!Wie^mmim 

Eighth ClKMto 

Cwtmly 

Daltimore City 

Case type 

Adoptions & Guardianships 
Civil Appeals 
Criminal Appeals 
Criminal Indictments 
( ontracts 
Divorce 
Domestic Violence 
Delinquency 
( rimiiiiil Jury Trial Prayer 
UNA 
CINS 
Other Civil 
Oilier Domestic 
Oilier Juvenile 
I'ost Conviction 
I'alemity and Non-Support 
foils 
I I'K ami (iiianliaiiships 

Total 
Hti tninin.tl tthtn^ H»O hi*set! tm MK n-tnilici nt Jclcndants. 

I'Y2()0I 
Filings 

26.1 
1,16') 

•17| 

7,101 
SIS 

1,151 
Mil 

(K2\S 

2,<>.|o 

(^ 

12.^1 

I.W.? 

17 

f.7 

f..X(l| 

I.IK,I 

K.'X 

5J.(.V(, 

Judge 
Need 

0.33 
I 51 
0.52 
5.97 
1 14 
1.49 
0.33 
1 97 
1.65 
1.55 
0.04 
3.88 
092 
0.03 

0.21 
3.44 
7.07 
0 75 
J2.80 

Adjusted 

Judge 
Need 

32.80 
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District 

1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 
5th 
6th 
7th 
8th 
yth 
I Oth 
11th 
12th 
Total 

Maryland District Court 
Judge Actual, Need and Variance 

FY 2002 
Additional 

Judgeships Judgeship Judgeships 
Actual Need Needed 

2b 00 27.81 181 

5 00 7.01 2.01 
6.00 602 0.00 
400 5 84 1 84 

1 * 00 1639 339 
1 1 00 11.51 0.51 
8 00 893 093 
n oo 16.19 3 19 
4 00 3.51 0.00 
7 00 6.44 000 
5 00 641 1 41 
i 00 2 58 000 

10^ 00 118 64 1508 



SXUMtmmmmmmtimtmmmmm^M ^awMtaKiMitw^^ 

WORKLOAD ASSESSMENT MODEL 
FOR THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

District Court Annual Workload Standards* 

Large Small 
District District 

Case type Standards Standards 
Criminal 5,281 4,822 
( ivil 8,865 8,095 
Drunk Driving 4,253 3,884 
Domestic Violence 2,580 2,356 
Litiullord Tenant 38,059 34,752 
Routine Traffic 98,157 89,627 
Serious Traffic 17,615 16,084 
Peace Order 3,396 3,101 
'In cases pei judge per year 



m^WiV3^:k^m^.^m?-/^mm 

Judgeship Need by County 

DISTRICT COURT JUDICIAL DIS IRK IS 

First District 

County 
Baltimore City 

Case type 
Criminal 
Civil 
DU1 
Domestic Violence 
Landlord Tenant 
Routine Traffic 
Serious Traffic 
Peace Order 

Total 

FY 2002 
Filings 
76,132 
47,509 
2,404 
3,628 

142,279 
120,867 
13,121 
1,195 

407,135 

Judgeship 
Need 
14.42 
536 
057 
1.41 
3.74 
1 23 
0.74 
035 
2781 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 
27.81 



w?^mm^smmm^/M^ma<^Mi^fw^^ 4^^^^^^&^^w^^wmmi>mmmismmmmmmmmmmm 

Second District 

Total 

FY 2002 
County Case type Filings 

Dorchester Criminal 1,390 
Civil 1,445 
DUI 379 
Domestic Violence 124 
Landlord Tenant 1,625 
Routine Traffic 9,427 
Serious Traffic 579 
Peace Order 61 

15,030 

Judgeship 
Need 
0.29 
0.18 
0.10 
005 
0.05 
0.11 
0 04 
0 02 
0 82 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 
1.00 



ffig»«iM»»a«^»WM4m»M^ 

FY 2002 Judgeship 
County Case type Filings Need 

Somerset Criminal 935 0.19 
Civil 1,428 0.18 
DUI 317 008 
Domestic Violence 50 0.02 
Landlord Tenant 934 0.03 
Routine Traffic 11,147 0.12 
Serious Traffic 486 0 03 
Peace Order 61 002 

Total 15,358 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 
1.00 

067 

Total 46,846 2.67 

Adjusted 

County Case type 
FY 2002 

Filings 
Judgeship 

Need 

Judgeship 

Need 
Wicomico Criminal 3,097 064 2.67 

Civil 5,944 073 
DUI 

Domestic Violence 

1,301 

559 
0.34 

0.24 
Landlord Tenant 8,488 0.24 
Routine Traffic 25,272 028 
Serious Traffic 1,972 0 12 
Peace Order 213 007 



^^M^swwHws^MsassKw mv^mf^mmm mrn^m^mmrmw'm 

Adjusted 
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship 

( ounty Case type Filings Need Need 
Worcester Criminal 5,633 1.17 2.34 

Civil 2,470 0.31 
DUl 1,606 041 
Domestic Violence 139 006 
Landlord Tenant 861 002 
Routine Traffic 10,217 0.21 
Serious Traffic 1,994 0 12 
Peace Order 100 003 

Total 32,020 2.34 



^^^^^^^^mm^mmmimmtmmmm w$mg7m^^3mmm^i&!&m*mz^Mj!-Mim!M** 

Third District 

County 
Carolina 

Case type 
Criminal 
Civil 
DU1 
Domestic Violence 
Landlord Tenant 
Routine Traffic 
Serious Traffic 
Peace Order 

Total 

FY 2002 
Filings 
1,146 
1,095 
383 
107 
751 

6,317 
460 
20 

10,279 

Judgeship 
Need 
0.24 
0.14 
0.10 
0.05 
0.02 
0.07 
0.03 
0.01 
064 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 
1.00 

County 

Cecil 
Case type 
Criminal 
Civil 
DUI 
Domestic Violence 
Landlord Tenant 
Routine Traffic 
Serious Traffic 
Peace Order 

Total 

FY 2002 
Filings 

2,832 
2,794 
1,348 
289 

3,517 
31,387 
1,926 
156 

44,249 

Judgeship 
Need 
059 
0.35 
0.35 
0.12 
0.10 
0 35 
0.12 
0 05 
202 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 
2.02 



^tMtm^m^m^it^vSSSS^ms^mgwmi^^m^^mmimm^mimiswsmm^ms^g^Bmi 

c ounty 

Kent 
Case type 

Criminal 
Civil 

DUI 

Domestic Violence 
Landlord Tenant 
Routine Traffic 
Serious Traffic 
Peace Order 

Total 

FY 2002 
Filings 

563 
1,034 
244 
23 

511 
5,607 
357 
36 

8,375 

Judgeship 
Need 
0.12 
0.13 
0.06 
0.01 
0.01 

0.06 
0.02 
0.01 
0.43 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 
1.00 

('ounty 

Queen Anne's 
Case type 

Criminal 
Civil 

DUI 
Domestic Violence 
Landlord Tenant 
Routine Traffic 
Serious Traffic 
Peace Order 

Total 

FY 2002 
tilings 

1,022 
1,110 

663 
124 
383 

13,253 
939 
64 

17,558 

Judgeship 
Need 

0.21 
0 14 
0 17 

005 
0.01 
0 15 
0.06 
002 
081 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 

t.00 



»*»W«*»**13**^«^«'M**«^ 

County 

Talbot 

Case i22£_ 
Criminal 
Civil 
DUI 
Domestic Violence 
Landlord Tenant 
Routine Traffic 
Serious Traffic 
Peace Order 

Total 

FY 2002 
Filings 

1,174 
1,197 
652 
84 

691 
12,172 

941 

41 

16,952 

Judgeship 
Need 

0 24 
0.15 
0.17 
0.04 
002 
0 14 
006 
001 

0.82 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 

1.00 
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Fourth District 

County 

Calvert 

Case type 

Criminal 
Civil 
DU1 
Domestic Violence 
Landlord Tenant 
Routine Traffic 
Serious Traffic 
Peace Order 

Total 

FY 2002 
Filings 

2,517 
2,455 
1,794 
215 

1,082 
13,840 
1,270 
126 

23,299 

Judgeship 
Need 

0.52 
0.30 
0.46 
0.09 

0.03 
0.15 
0.08 

0.04 

I 68 

Adjusted 

Judgeship 
Need 

1.68 

( cmnty Case type 
FY 2002 
Filings 

Judgeship 
Need 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 

Charles Criminal 
Civil 

Dill 
Domestic Violence 
Landlord Tenant 

Routine Traffic 

Serious Traffic 

Peace Order 

Total 

3,948 

4,204 
2,334 
324 

2,631 
23,929 
2,367 
277 

40,014 

082 
0 52 
060 
0 14 
008 
027 

0.15 
0 09 

2 66 

2.66 
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Total 

FY 2002 

21,869 

Judgeship 

.50 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

County Case type Filings Need Need 
Saint Mary's Criminal 2,590 0.54 1.50 

Civil 1,920 0.24 
DUI 1,120 0.29 
Domestic Violence 206 009 
Landlord Tenant 2,914 008 
Routine Traffic 11,690 0.13 
Serious Traffic 1,248 008 
Peace Order 181 0.06 

Fifth District 

County Case type 
FY 2002 
Filings 

Judgeship 
Need 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 
Prince George's Criminal 

Civil 
DUI 

Domestic Violence 
Landlord Tenant 

Routine Traffic 
Serious Traffic 
Peace Order 

Total 

21,764 

38,504 
4,097 

4,067 

118,013 
97,409 

13,671 

1,759 

299,304 

4 12 
434 
096 
1 58 
3 10 
099 
078 
052 
1639 

16.39 
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Sixth District 

County 
Montgomery 

Case type 
Criminal 
Civil 
DUI 
Domestic Violence 
Landlord Tenant 
Routine Traffic 
Serious Traffic 
Peace Order 

Total 

FY 2002 
Filings 
12,434 
27,589 
9,596 
1,321 

34,789 
150,117 
9,167 
1,053 

246,066 

Judgeship 
Need 
2.35 
3.11 
2.26 
0.51 
0.91 
1 53 
0.52 
0.31 
11.51 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 
11.51 

Seventh District 

FY 2002 
County Case type Filings 

Anne Arundel Criminal 13,332 
Civil 16,176 
DUI 6,920 
Domestic Violence 1,966 
Landlord Tenant 25,770 
Routine Traffic 79,762 
Serious Traffic 7,435 
Peace Order 942 

Judgeship 
Need 

Total 152,303 

2.52 
I 82 
1 63 
0.76 
068 
0 81 
042 
028 
8 93 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 
8.93 
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Eighth District 

( ounty 

Baltimore 

Case type m 
Criminal 
Civil 
DUI 

Domestic Violence 
Landlord Tenant 
Routine Traffic 

Serious Traffic 
Peace Order 

Total 

FY 2002 
Filings 

18,637 
38,336 
5,635 
3,572 

116,239 

133,928 
12,785 
1,650 

330,782 

Judgeship 
Need 

3.53 
432 
1.32 
1.38 
3.05 
I 36 
0.73 
0 49 

16 19 

Adjusted 

Judgeship 
Need 

16.19 
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Ninth District 

Total 

FY 2002 

61,175 

Judgeship 

3 51 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

County Case type Filings Need Need 
1 larford Criminal 4,318 0.90 3.51 

Civil 6,517 0.81 
DUI 2,523 065 
Domestic Violence 531 023 
Landlord Tenant 10,743 0 31 
Routine Traffic 34,033 0.38 
Serious Traffic 2,156 0 13 
Peace Order 354 Oil 
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Tenth District 

Total 

FY 2002 
County Case type Filings 

Carroll Criminal 3,384 
Civil 3,727 
DUI 1,702 
Domestic Violence 269 
Landlord Tenant 2,007 
Routine Traffic 24,429 
Serious Traffic 1,323 
Peace Order 190 

37,031 

Judgeship 
Need 

070 

0.46 
0.44 
0.11 

0.06 
0 27 
008 
0 06 
2.19 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 

2.19 

( ounty 

Howard 

Case type 

Criminal 

Civil 
DUI 
Domestic Violence 
landlord Tenant 
Routine Traffic 
Serious Traffic 
Peace Order 

Total 

FY 2002 
Filings 

4,168 

5,886 
4,630 

S28 
11,330 
56,134 
2.893 
343 

85.912 

Judgeship 
Need 

086 

0 73 
1 19 

0 22 
0 33 
0 63 
0 18 
0 II 
4 25 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 

4.25 
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Eleventh District 

County 

Frederick 

Case type 

Criminal 
Civil 
DUI 
Domestic Violence 
Landlord Tenant 
Routine Traffic 
Serious Traffic 
Peace Order 

Total 

FY 2002 
Filings 

4,070 
5,239 
3,373 
442 

5,491 

39,723 
2,297 
416 

61,051 

Judgeship 
Need 

0.84 
0.65 
0.87 
0.19 

0.16 
044 
0.14 
0 13 

3 43 

Adjusted 

Judgeship 
Need 

3.43 

County 

Washington 

Case type 

Criminal 
Civil 

DUI 
Domestic Violence 
Landlord Tenant 

Routine Traffic 
Serious Traffic 
Peace Order 

Total 

FY 2002 
Filings 

4,198 
6,476 
1,475 
721 

6,442 
20,753 
1,344 

385 

41,794 

Judgeship 
Need 

0.87 
080 
0 38 

0 31 
0 19 

0.23 

0.08 

0.12 
298 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 

2.98 
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Twelfth District 

County 
Allegany 

Case type 
Criminal 
Civil 
DUI 
Domestic Violence 
Landlord Tenant 
Routine Traffic 
Serious Traffic 
Peace Order 

Total 

FY 2002 
Filings 
3,495 
2,268 
807 
301 
846 

10,838 
936 
120 

19,611 

Judgeship 
Need 
0.72 
0.28 
0.21 
0.13 
0.02 
0.12 
006 
0.04 
1.58 

Adjusted 
Judgeship 

Need 
1.58 

Total 18,454 078 

Adjusted 
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship 

County Case type Filings Need Need 
Uarrett Criminal 1,222 ii.25  too 

Civil 671 008 
DUI 691 0.18 
Domestic Violence 119 0.05 
Landlord Tenant 85 0.00 
Routine Traffic 15,167 0 17 
Serious Traffic 454 003 
Peace Order 45 001 
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DANIEL M    LONG 

JUDGE 

(tht Cirnitt Court for jSmrnrBrt County 

FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND 

PO   BOX 2*'=' 

PRINCESS ANNE. MARYLAND 21853-0279 
TELEPHONE   -410    65:    'c3C 
FAX ,410    651-1878 

October 23. 2002 

Mr. Frank Broccolina, 
State Court Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
rviaryiand Judicial Center 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis. MD 21401 

Dear Frank: 

Pursuant to me reuses; of Chief Judge Bell tr his Memurunc.;- 
follovving are my thoughts not only in the capacity of Countv Adrr.:".:r.: 
County, but also as Administrative Judge of the First Judicial Circuit. 

Octonv:  i v-. 

Jti\'! ud-. O*" "snm 

I am not in a position to question or comment on the data supplied in the Statistical Needs 
Analysis for New Judgeships in the Circuit Courts, however, I also am not persuaded there is a 
need for an additional judge in Somerset County. We have seen our criminal filines decline o\ er 
the last several years. While we have experienced an increase in domestic filings, we now ha\ e 
the luxury of three full-time Masters within the Circuit assisting the Courts with divorce, 
visitation, custody, and child support issues. In addition to those duties, the Masters also conduct 
scheduling and settlement conferences. 

In my capacity as Administrative Judge of the First Judicial Circuit. 1 am reneumi: m\ 
request for an additional judge to be based in Worcester County but to sit throughout the Circuit. 
Worcester, as you may know, is one of the fastest growing counties :n Man land as is 
demonstrated by the number of increased coun filings. The data aiiv» reflects the need for 
additional judicial resources in Dorchester and Wicomico Counties   At the present time, ue are. 
with the approval of Chief Judge Bell, using retired Judge Alfred T Truitt. Jr. at least three davs 
per month to hear cases and do chambers work in Dorchester Countv  We also utilize the 
sen-ices of retired judges in the three other counties of the Circuit to assist dunn- periods of 
leave and on other occasions when our judges may be unavailable. 



Frank Broccolina 
Pse2 
October 23, 2002 

Although I have requested an additional judge for the Circuit. 1 am mindful of Maryland's 
precarious fiscal condition. During the last two years, I believe we have been able to justify the 
need for additional judicial resources. Nevertheless, should the decision be made not to request 
more judges during the 2003 General Assembly Session, our Judges and Masters will respect that 
decision. If not this year, however, sometime in the near future, we will need at least one other 
judge for the Circuit if we are to provide the same level of service to which our citizens are 
entitled and to which they have come to expect. 

As always, thank you for your consideration. Please let me know if you need any other 
information. 

Sincerelv vours 

cc: Hon. Robert M. Bell 
Hon. Dale R. Cathell 
Hon. Theodore R. Eschenburg 
Hon. Donald F. Johnson 
Hon. D. William Simpson 
D. Lvnn Cain. Court Administrator 

Daniel M. Long,' 
Administrative judae 



—-'EOOORE   P   ESCMENBURG 

COURT HOUSE - ROOM aae 
ONE   W   MARKET   STREE- 

SNOW   Hli.L   MARYLAND   2ie63 

PHONE   UlO)   632-0700 

Clhr (Cirruii Court for Horrrsirr (Cmutiij 

Jirst lubirial Cirruii of iBarulanb 

':RS-    -UD.CIA^.    C   « 

October 23. 2002 ADM1NIS— RA-'iVE    --OSE 

WORCES—ER   COw"-.-* 

Mr. Frank Broccolina 
State Court Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Maryland Judicial Center 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, MD   21401 

Dear Mr^-BfocColina: 

RE:     Annual Anahsis for Judgeship Needs 

It has nov. been twena-two (22) years siiwc Worcester C\-iu_\ has receded an 
additional judge ;-" :he Circt::: Court.   As xou kr.o'A. the Cer.s_s ZT'OO fl^-res siunv 
Worcester Count), not uae.vpectedly. had a popuiation increase c: 52.9 percent from 1990 to 
2000.   Currently, Worcester County is experiencing a   boom   m population growth.   1 full} 
expect this to continue. 

According to the Statistical Needs Analysis for New Judgeships in the Circuit Court. 
Worcester's case load rose by thirty-three percent over the last five years.   This should come 
as no surprise when Worcester's population growth is considered. 

As you are aware, both Judge Bell and the Legislature have recognized for three 
years Worcester's "need" for an additional judgeship.   The only thing that has changed is 
that this recognized need has become even more urgent. 

The judge we are asking for will, in fact, be a true "circuit" judge, as the additional 
judge will also preside in the other counties of the First Judicial Circuit on a weekly basis. 

Lastly, we do have the space for the additional judge.   As 1 write this letter, the 
courthouse is being renovated and will have not one. but two additional courtrooms. 

I sincerely hope that this will be the year when Worcester County will receive the 
recognized needed third judge.   I know Judge Bell and yourse,: will do your best,   i remain 
always available to either of you or any members of the Legislature, should anyone wish to 
discuss this matter with me further. 



For your convenience, I am enclosing my letters to you regarding this subject for the 
years 1999, 2000 and 2001. 

Very truly yours. 

C 

Theodore R. Eschenburg 
Administrative Judge 

TRE/cj 

Enclosures 

cc:      Chief Judge Robert M. Bell 
The Honorable Daniel M. Long 



--ES3CRE   P   ESC-ES,BUR3 

COURT   HOUSE   -   ROOM   226 

ONE   W   MARKE-   STREET 

SNiOW   HILL.  MARYLAMD   21863 

PHONE  UtO)  632-0700 

^S* 

(Llir Circuii Courl for Horrcsirr (Tmiuin 

JitrHi 4)ubirial Cirnirl af £B.nrvhmb 

August 23, 2001 
O.'C=JC rs~E= 

'E —r:3E 

Mr. Frank Broccolina 
State Coun Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Maryland Judicial Center 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, MD  21401 

RE:     Annual Analysis for Judgeship Needs 

Dear Frank: 

As you are aware. Judge Bell has asked the Legislature for an additional Circuit 
Court Judge for the last two years for Worcester Count\.   Lnfonunaieu. me LeeiSiat-re nas 
not approved the additional judgeship.   It is my belief that Worcester not getting the 
additional judge, who will be primarily a family coun judge, and who will preside in all four 
counties of the First Judicial Circuit, had little to do with "need". 

As you know, it has now been twenty-one (21) years since Worcester County received 
an additional judge in the Circuit Coun.   As the Census 2000 figures show. Worcester 
County, not unexpectedly, has had a population increase of 32.9 percent over the last ten 
(10) years.   This is the second highest population increase in the State of Maryland and the 
largest by far on the entire Eastern Shore.   These figures aione art sirong evidence of the 
need for this additional judgeship.   This is particularly true when one considers that this 
judge will not only be presiding in Worcester County, but also the other three (3> counties of 
the First Judicial Circuit, i.e. Wicomico. Dorchester and Somerset. 

Additionally, in anticipation of the third judge, the County Commissioners of 
Worcester County have under construction a new county office building.   This buiicing ;s 
expected to be completed in December of this year.   At such time, al! countv departments 
will be moving out of the counhouse. at which time renovations will immediateiv becin on 
the existing counhouse.   Two additional courtrooms, one a jury courtroom, will be addec. 
The founh counroom will be used by visiting judges when conducting trials, settlement 
conferences, mediation and the like: by the Orphans Court when conducting hearinss. and at 
times bv the Master. 



I am attaching hereto copies of my last two annual requests for a third judge.   I 
sincerely hope the Legislature will see the need for this additional judge.  The tremendous 
growth of Worcester County over the last ten (10) years is expected to continue.   This will 
make the need for this additional judge even more urgent than it is today. 

Please be assured that I remain available to speak to anyone concerning this need, 
including, but not limited to, any members of the Legislature who may desire to speak with 
me concerning this most important issue. 

Very truly yours, 

Theodore R. Esch^nburg 
Administrative Judge 

TRE/cj 

Enclosures 

cc:       Chief Judge Roben M. Bell 
The Honorable Daniel M. Long 



~-S:--2=!E   =?    HSC-ENBURG 

CC_0~"   -'C-SE   -   RCOM   228 

SNlC*.   — ^_    WARV_A^40   2!6€3 

c-OME   UlO)  632-0700 

tLhc (Tfrnu! Court for ffiorrrstrr Cinii::" 

Jirsi Subirial Ctrniii afiiinrubni 

July 24, 2000 

Mr. Frank Broccolina 
State Court Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Maryland Judicial Center 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, MD   21401 

RE:      Annual Analysis for Judgeship Needs 

Dear crank: 

This is to acknowledge receipt or your letter to me unaer aa:e of July ' 
2000 concerning Worcester County's need for additional juagesmps. 

As you are aware, Judge Bell did ask for an ada:tfonai -udgesmp 'cr 
Worcester County last year but the Legislature did no: aoorcve it.   Unfortunat 
the Legislature's failure to approve this judgeship nad -othma rC dc: 

for this additional judge. 
vitn tne r",ee; 

I am attaching hereto anc. by doing so. am ma<.nq a Z3r: 
to you under date of August 31.1 999 regarding tne sam~p = 
changed since my fetter of iast year, except :ha"t tne ne 
and the start date of the new county office ouiidma 's ', 
o* the first of this year as was orgmanv sxcecte-.'-- = 
-nworkacie prcolem if  .Vcrcest9r Cou^t'.1 z~r~ •"= --^^ • 

c b-ciec:.   Net- 

= S OrC"nne T 

Finally, I am also enclosing a letter '-or 
Administrative Officer 'or Worcester Count,, 
during construction of the new county off'cs 
tne space to accommodate a new ludcs. 



Frank, please feel free to contact me should there be any questions -sgarding 
this most important issue. I will remain available to you and anyone else who may 
wish to discuss this matter with me. 

Very truly yours. 

N *&£:. 
Theodore R. Eschenburg 
Administrative Judge 

TRE/Cj 

cc:       Chief Judge Robert M. Bel! 
The Honorable Daniel M. Long 

Enclosure 



~W=:"T=E   R    ESCMEMBURG 

= s_«_ -CUSE • BC=;M aae 
OSiE    W    MA1*K£—   ST^gET- 

SOtSV.   -< MARY^AMD   21S63 

= -'SNS   IdIO)   632-0700 

(Lhv (Tirnif: Court for Mnrrrstcr (fa 

iFirsi JuMrid Crraifl nf J?larnianfN 
August 31, 1999     " 

nts 

Mr. Frank Broccolina 
Deputy State Court Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Robert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal 
361 Rowe Boulevard 
Annapolis, MD   21401 

Building 

ASM.SCE—BA-'VC -ac 
-•- C5RCEE—ER   CCw-.-* 

RE: 

Dear Frank: 

Annual Analysis for Judgeship, Needs 

This is to acknowledge receiot of your letter to 

udgeships. 999 concerning the need for addinona 
me >r>H der date of Auaust "7. 

As ..... _     rhe "Statistical .Needs Analysis for New Judgesn.os m thp ^.r-u- -n,— 
1,3, session (F.scal Year 2000)" states:   "Worcester County is onVofthe Ta^r" 
growing areas on the Eastern Shore.   The populat.on in Worceite? CountyV 

sTnTeTssriv cn3'^00 ^ JU,y '' 1999' an inCreaSe 0f more" an « p rcent since 1980      By comc.dence, it was in 1980, almost twenty (20) years aan rh^ 

SZ cZZ Z ^ ""^ f•* C0Urt Jud9e-   Duri"VSi Ter^ft me 
SrnJ just beg

Vinning
eXPer,enCed UnpreCedented ^^th and, in my opimon, th'.s 

Worcester County, as may be expected, is the number one mrremenr -hn.-p 
tor many people m all other parts of the State, particularly the large"    oTnt^of 
3alt,more County, Prince George's County, Anne Arundei County   p/cntaomerv 
County and of Baltimore City.   What the above-ment.oned stalt.cs ao not taKe 
:nto account « that Ocean City, for at least three ;3) montrs ou- of " yea    4 
..c second largest popuiat.on of any city .n the State of r.laryiand    Only Ban^r^ 
;.y exceeds Ocean City's population of 300.000 people dunng the summe ' 

The above-mentioned statistics further state:   "Over :r ne last 
filings in Worcester County have steadiiy'mcr^ zo^cu^V^^o13' 
'iimgs.   That figure represents an increase of "- ' '""*' 
'994 level of 3,090 fi 

riy 26 Di 
ings.   Contributing to tne 3veral 

-ivi. ana criminal case filings.   There were 2.C2: 

-ent ; 
ic-ease 

)ver *n-= 
/ c r c     ^ *- . 

C.'Vi 
„s, an crease of 18.- oercen: over th« 

• c -isca 



Even more significant was the 44.6 percent increase in criminal case fiimgs from 
1,070 in Fiscal Year 1994 to 1,547 in Fiscal Year 1998.   During the same period, 
indictment and information filings increased 39.2 percent, while jury trial prayers 
rose 48 percent.   During Fiscal Year 1998, Worcester County ranked eigntn in 
filings per judge (1,945 filings) and eleventh in dispositions per judge (1,754 
dispositions).  There are currently two judges assigned to Worcester County who 
are assisted by a part-time master."  These figures simply demonstrate the results 
cf the ever-increasing population in Worcester County. 

The State's statistics further demonstrate that of the four counties in the 
First Judicial Circuit, Worcester County has the greatest need for an additional 
judge, with the statistics showing a need of 3.3 judges.   It is therefore requested 
that Worcester County receive a "resident" judge. 

As you may know, the Worcester County Commissioners will start 
construction of a new County Office Building the first of the year, 2000.   This 
means that the County Commissioners, Treasurer's Office, and Planning and 
Zoning Office will be vacating the courthouse.  This would leave ample room for an 
additional courtroom, chambers, secretary's room, jury room, court reporter's 
room, witness rooms and other necessary and supporting rooms.   Should the new 
County Office Building not be comoieted by the time Worcester County hopefully 
receives the additional judge, the grand jury room and County Commissioners room 
couid be used as temporary courtrooms.   Indeed, when maintenance has been 
required in our two existing courtrooms, these rooms have been used as 
courtrooms in the past. 

Frank, we need an additional judge now.   We have been asking for one for 
two years.   We have the space to accommodate a new judge.   I sincerely hope this 
letter will not simply be considered "routine."   If we didn't need a third judge I 
would hot ask for one.  The fact is we do, and each year it is delayed the need is 
becoming more critical.  Any effort you, Judge Bell, Judge Long or others may 
make to secure this new position would be most oratefully appreciated.   I remain 
available to yourself, Judge Bell, Judge Long or anyone else to discuss this matter 
further. 

Thanking you in advance for your cooperation in this matter, I remain, 

Theodore R. Eschrenburg 
Administrative Judge 

if^jts?;: 

"RE/'cj 

Chief Judge Robert M. Bell 
The Honorable Daniel M. Lona 



QJlje &eninfc Juhirtal (Hirrutt nf fHarylanfi 
CIRCUIT COURT FOR TALBOT COUNTY 

WILLIAM   S.    HO»NE 

CIRCUIT ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE 

Mr. Frank Broccolina 
Administrative Office of the Couns 
Maryland Judicial Center 
580 Taylor Ave. 
Annapolis. MD 21401 

October 28. 2001 
COUO~ MOUSE 

^OWT"- WASHINSTC* ST»E:E* 

' LASTON    MARYLAND 2:ec 
->^0 6 Z ? -44-1*; 

Dear Mr. Broccolina: 

Pursuant to your request. I have reviewed the Statistical Needs Analysis for new ; ^dgeships m the Circun Courts 
in the 2nd Judicial Circuit. 

Frorr :he statistics given, it appears tha:Cec:' C-: _-.r. is m great need of a four;- jdnc T-.:.- tora! f lines hj\c 
increased over 60o'o from 1998. It should be noted that the Cecil County Admin: .--.rative ;uc je and Cecil Countv 
officials have begun conversations on making avaiiabie additional space m the Courthouse for the Circuit Court 
It is an::::pated that an addition to the Counhou-r •.v!! be completed in aprirox —:atel\ tv.    •. ear- 

Tota: fltngs have increased more than 2" :r. Talbot County, which .-how- „ iud-a-s -•-•-.'a >>: ] }~ iL:j!!e> 
(somehow rounded to 1.? on the char entr'.ed ""'adgeship Need m the Circa:" ~oun? F:-.-' ^'ear 2r>n4"i. I 
believe that Talbot County will, after Cecil County, be the next county in the Second Circuit to require an 
additional judge. It is noteworthy that Talbot County is currently remodeling a wmg of its courthouse. This will 
create a second courtroom and provide space for a second Circuit Court judge. 

While I believe the situation in Cecil County deserves immediate attention. I would anticipate that Talbot County 
should be considered for an additional judge the following year. 

It is not felt that Caroline. Queen .Anne or Kent Counties require an additional ;udge at ih:s -.'.me. It is noted. 
however, that Caroline County is currently m the process of renovating the Courthouse which will result in 
adequate space for a second judge. 

Verv trulv vours. 

//^/A / 
William S. Home 

WSH:ld 
cc: Countv Administrative Judges of the 2r'J Judicial Circuit 



®ty Circuit Court for Baltimore (Eount^ 

CHAMBERS OF 
JOHN GRASON TURNBULL, II 

CIRCUIT ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE AND 
COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE 

THIRD JUDICIAL CmCUIT OF MARYLAND 

October 29, 2002 

COUN-v COURTS BUILDING 
TOWSDN  MARYLAND 21204 

410-887-2647 

I 

Mr. Frank Broccolina 
State Court Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Court 
580 Taylor Ave. 
Annapolis, MD. 21401 

Re: Statistical Needs Analysis for New Juaeeships 
in the Circuit Courts - 2003 Session (Fiscal 
Year 2004) 

Dear Frank: 

This is in response to the memorandum circulated by Chief Judge Bell dated October 18, 
2002, regarding the need for additional judgeships in the Circuit Courts in Fiscal Year 2004. I 
concur with the findings of the report prepared by your office on the need for additional judges 
in the Circuit Court for Baltimore County. 1 also recognize that because of the large deficit 
looming before the State that it is not practical to consider requesting an additional judge during 
the upcoming session of the General Assembly. 

However, I would like to point out that for two successive years, workload assessments 
have indicated a need for additional judges in the Circuit Court for Baltimore County. Last year, 
the report prepared by the National Center for State Courts indicated that there was a need of 
18.60 judges in comparison to the 16.0 judges authorized for the court. This year, the projection 
has increased to 19.3 judges, the largest additional judge need in the State. 

Additionally, several other factors need to be illustrated about the workload cemand in 
our court: 

(1) Population projections in Baltimore County for July, 2003, places the Count} third in 
the State with 782.420 residents; 

(2) Domestic filings have increased by 25.7 percent over the past five years raising the 
number from 7,735 in FY 1998 to the current level of 9.723 filines; 



(3) Civil filings rose 19.8 percent during the same period from 15.402 civil cases filed in 
FY 1998 to 18,452 filings in FY 2002; 

(4) The Court has made extensive use of retired judges and alternative dispute resolution 
programs in order to make certain that the civil dockets are kept current; and 

(5) The Court has continued to minimize the number of routine criminal cases praying 
jury trials from the District Court by fast tracking these cases through our Instant Jury 
Trial Program. 

Despite these accomplishments, the Court still continues to postpone civil cases (both 
domestic and non-domestic) because we are not able to reach them on the day of trial. Over the 
past fiscal year this affected at least a third of the 355 cases that were placed on stand-by. 
Providing additional judges will go a long way toward resolving this problem. Should you need 
further information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sinci 

John Grasfcn Tumbull II 
Judse 

cc:       Honorable Robert M. Bell 
Peter J. Lally 
Fave Gaskins 
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Kovember 4,2002 

Frank Broecolioa 
Covtrt Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Maryland Judicial Center 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Re:       ftfin"** Starifftcal Needs Analysis for New Judecships 

Dear Mr. Broccolina: 

Please be advised that I have reviewed the AnnuaJ Statistical Needs Analysis for New' 
Judgeships forvvarded to me earlier. 

According to the figures in the report, the total number of filings has t-icreasad from 
7,577 in 1998 to 10,457 in fiscal year 2002. The majority to this increase is attributable to the 
civil filings. The majority of the increase in civil cases has come in the area of Family 
Law/Domestic Law where the filings have increased almost 100%. While this increase has 
certainly created a strain on the court system, we have been able to manage the increase in case 
load because of the able assistance of retired Judge WhitfiU who comes back two days per week 
to assist in the management of custody/visitation cases and by the continued development of 
additional services in our Office of Family Court Services. 

On the non-domestic side of the civil docket for the past eleven months we have been 
more pro-active in setting early scheduling conferences which include discovery deadlines, 
motions hearing dates, and trial dates. It is my belief that the continuation of this practice will 
assist us in the more prompt disposition of cases and in keeping the civil docket under control. 

On the criminal side, the report accura:ely notes that almost the entire increase in the case 
load is attributable to prayers for jury trial from District Court Until the Mar} land legislature 
and the judiciary take action to seek a consttution amendment to limit the right of j ury trial 
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prayers from District Court, this numbei will continue to rise. Interestingly enough, the number 
of indictments actually declined so that if a significant percentage of the prayers for jury trial 
could be eliminated, more judicial resources would be available to handle civil cases. It should 
also be noted that based on statistics generated by J1S, the total number of criminal cases pending 
as of July 1,2002, was at almost at the level that it was in 1995. 

It should also be noted that should Harford County receive another judge, we would once 
again be faced with a dilemma regarding space. All the available court rooms aad support 
facilities aie now occupied by judges or the juvenile cowt. It may be possible, of course, to 
relocate the juvenile court but we cwrently have no practical location for such a move and have 
received no commitment from either the state or the county to fond that move. 

OveraiL I concur with the recommendations that considering the total volume of cases wc 
could use another judge, but feel confident that by continuing our ongoing efforts at case 
management of both the criminal aad civil dockets we can continue to keep the current case load 
under control. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

UJALQ-L—. 
William O. Carr 
JUDGE 

WOC/tls 
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October 28, 2002 

TO: Robert M. Bell 
Chief Judge 
Court of Appeals of Maryland 

FROM: Fred C. Wright, III 
Administrative Judge 

Washington  County continues ro  r, in  the  number 
filings - behind only the major metropol:tan jurisdictions - and 7th in the 
number of total cases filed during the fiscal year ending June 30. Onlv 
because of the cooperative efforts and strong work ethic of our four (4, 
judges, master and clerical staff are v.e ible to sustain our effuiency. 

As the result of the prior methodology to determine "judicial resources by 
standard," Washington County had a constant need for three (3) 
additional judicial officers. See Statisdcal Needs Analysis as far back as 
1998. A full-time family law master has lessened the burden but I am 
certain that utilizing prior standards would result in the certification of 
need for two (2) judges as was reported to the General Assembly in 1998. 
Attachment A. 

The present method based on "weighted caseload" methods IV.'S 

the  need for one (1) 
greater. 

I would suggest that the actual need may be 

Whether the need is one or two. cur local government has alsc 
recognized the necessity of expanding circuit court services by including 
$3 million in its capital plans in order to provide additional space in the 
courthouse. However, the economy caused delay in implementation 
The county is now in a position to proceed with the project. A timeline is 
provided showing expected completion March, 2005.  Attachment B. 

TELEPHONE i240i 313-255O • FAX   >::   393-0742 OR    240   3;3-2> 
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Therefore, although certification of need is supported, year after year, by 
the workload and demands upon our court, funding must again be 
delayed. 

Respectfully, 

-Tred C. Wright III 

FCW/djg 
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November 16, 1S9£ 

Honorable Thomas V. "Mike" Miller, Jr. 
President of the Senate 
State House 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401-1991 

Honorable Casper R. Tayicr, Jr. 
Speaker of the House 
State House 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401-1991 

Re: Judgesnip Needs for Fisca: Year 2000 

Gentlemen: 

In accordance with established procedure, I am submitting the Annual 
Certification of Needs for Additional Judgeships for Fiscal Year 2000. We have 
established the need for seven (7) additional Circuit Court Judges and four (4) 
additional District Court Judges in the following jurisdictions: 

m ̂̂^^^^K^^F^iraSftftinr^*^^^^*^^^^^ nd 
1 

AJtegany County     ! 1 Frederick County ^ 
i ] 

Calvert County        j i Montgomery County ^ 

Charles County 4 
1 Pnnce Gecrge s County A 

Frederick County    j 4 
t St. Mary's County * 

I 

Washington 2 ] 

Worcester County   ! 1 

Total 7 Total                                     i 4 • 
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JOSEPH P. MANCK 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE 

STATE OF M*-^M\:? 

FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

ANNE ARUMDEL COUNTS COUR-HCUSE 

ANNAPOLIJ 

21401 

October 23. 2002 

TDD-F^R HIARISC 

SPE-CH iMPAiRET 

Mr. Frank Broccolina 
State Court Administrator 
Maryland Judicial Center 
580 Taylor Avenue 
.Annapolis. Maryland 21401 

Dear Mr. Broccolina: 

This letter is being u-ritten in response to Chief Judge Robert M. Bell's memorandu:r. :o the 
county administrative judge? requesting input to s-jr^lemert the iudician-'s recuest for adi";ona! 
judgeships. 

I have attached to my letter Judge Clayton Greene's letter to you of August 30,2001, which 
summarizes the need for two new judges in Anne Arundel County. 

As you are aware, we have now implemented the Juvenile Drug Court, which requires, at the 
minimum, the services of one judge one day per week. This, of course, removes this judge from the 
normal rotation. 

Our case management of civil and family law cases demands, pursuant to case time 
stanaards. tnat we schedule and hear scheduling and pretria! conferences in an expeditious manner 
Because we are in dire need of judges to handle these matters. Chief Judge Bell was kind enough 
to allow us the use of three retired judges on a weekly basis to conduct pretnal settlement 
conferences m civil and family law cases. Obviously, this is a stop gap measure which would be 
better served by having our numbers increased by two. enabling us to begin a regularh scheduled 
pretrial docket. 

When a judge conducts a pretrial settlement conference, it normally takes two to three hours 
on a serious civil or domestic matter to come to a resolution, if at all possible. Inasmuch as our 
plans, both in family and civil, call for not setting a trial date until all discovery is completed and we 
have exhausted all avenues of mediation and settlement, we are very much in need of qualified 
judges to guide these cases away from the courtroorr. to a mutually satisfactorv settlement - all. of 
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State Court Administrator 
October 23, 2002 
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course, done within case time standards. 

Presently, I have added a judge to the family division, bringing their total to four in order to 
best serve the needs of our litigants. Obviously, however, this now takes one judge out of civil and 
criminal rotation. In criminal, one judge handles the docket with a back-up, and in situations where 
there are more than two jury trials, any judge who frees up is then requested to take a criminal jury. 
Just the other day, for example, two juries went to two judges while I took the pleas and two court 
trials. In addition to criminal, we have one judge per week assigned as chambers judge, which 
leaves three judges, assuming all ten are here and not in education or on vacation, to handle the 
balance of our civil docket, be it motions, discovery disputes, trials, jury tnals, workers' comp.. etc. 

Candidly, when vou review Judge Greene's August 30.2001 letter in conjunction with mine. 
you can see that, at a minimum, two additional judges are needed in Anne Arundel County. 

I thank you for \our kind cooperation in this matter and remain. 

Sincerelv. 

Joseph P. Manck 

JPM:cpb 

Enc: 

cc: Chief Judge Robert M Bell 
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CLAVTON GREENE. JR. 

ftFTHQRCUITADMINIiTRATlVEjUDCE 
COUMTY AOMMBTRATIVE |UDC£ 

SuMriaJ Cfrcml of illamWb 
ANNi ARUNDa COUKTY C.RCU.T COURT        = 

ANNAPOUS. MARVLAND 21401 

August   30,    2001 
Ttu1^ 

TDD 4,C'022-ij?ci 

Mr.   Frank Broccc'' i- = 
Eepucy  State   Courtldrr.inistra^ 
Admnastrative  Office of  the Co--. 
Maryland  Judicial   ~^^Z Co^r.s 
580   Taylor Avenue 

-*i-~i«po_ is, ^ — ^'_' 1 

Dear Mr.   Broccolina: 

supplement  the  judiciary's^el^t   '=-     "^«^nu  ir.puc  to 

during the  upcoming legTsIat!^ ^l-*^10^   i^s=Ships 

wor.Xoad o^^^^j• %?££?£;< -act  upon  che 

Implementation of  the  Juve»'-«  -^  
Case  Manac:em<=-<-   c-c  c-v--' -~I  "---     

Increased^umbers^of^schedSi^^r7 la>; 
conferences scnecui^ng ana pre- 

Need  to  schedule  meetinos  w^u   ^e.    .   - 
administrative  =;-a^-  rJ..- -c^e. w   -.-..   neads   a->- 

interference^xtn tie'^rf docket^ '""'^ 

-ases 

Re- organizati on of masters' S.T.Z  r^c- 
— - ^es 

-n  oraer  zo  •—: -•.piemenr   tht 
<=  -•>- ~ 



Arunael County, one judge will be removed from norma' docket 
rotation a minimum of three (3) days per week.  In addition -o 
court time, judicial resources will be recuired 'c- ^—een-'nq 
cases and reviewing the reports from health care prcv:der<= 
social workers and case workers.  The Dudge involved witiTthe 

?arn JM ^^ COUrt r111^ re^^ed to visit juvenile detention 
7•!  i  •!? a regular basis and continue dialogue with schools 
involved with the juvenile offenders in Anne Arundel County. 

. .^ accordance with our Differentiated Case Management 
nan,   civil and family law cases are not scheduled for trial 
until there is reasonable assurance the cases will go to trial 
In order to make this determination, a judqe is reouired to spend 
more time with the litigants and counsel to manaae "the case 
toward resolution short of trial.  In ninety-eight (98%) pe-cent 
of cases, a mandatory scheduling conference, conducted by a' 
judicial officer, is held.  In addition, several ore-trial 
conferences are scheduled in the vast majority of* ca-s 
Although these requisite preliminary matters are stra^ina ou- 
judicial resources, the court is compelled to schedule additional 
pre-triai conferences.  This is pr-d--a^ — r-r r^-o "*   I 
setting a trial date until discovery is completed and all avenues 
of mediation and sett. nent nave been fully explore; 

In the past, I have < 
c:-D ar.d 5:00 a.m. and durinc: '. 
meetings with deoartment heads 

^^---^ -encr. meetings between 
icn ncurs.  Administrative 
la otner judges assianed 

^^niSt5atlVe ?UtieS are hGld in the "orninj prior to docket 
call or during lunch hours,  since our court is growing, it is 
impractical to continue business as usual.  No major coloration 
holds important policy meetings during lunch or before ^rk 
They are held at reasonable times during the day.  Therefore 
with additional judicial personnel, the court could better 
schedule these administrative meetings during the day and direct 
those judges not directly involved in the subject matter to 
continue to address the various dockets.  The'court would still 
be^compelled to schedule bench meetings orior to 9:00 a m to 
a.Liow all judges to attend. * ' 

Our masters-in-chancery are conduct ina hearts i- 
accordance with Maryland Rule 9-206.  ^he inas<-»-s — *"">•     *' 

se^ui1^-^ pre-triai conferences, as well al  cS^and less 
se.ious delinquency matters on a routine basis.  Given the 
snockmg recent statistics regarding the escalation of iuvenile 

t^A^r ^ Safe^ —P-e "»^ -creases i^.. 

C^c-- Cal^  !;0rkload cf the judges of the Anne Arundel County 
Lr-cu_ Court has increased by virtue cf the recu-^em^ that 
wr.ey near felony juvenile delinquency matters, as well as ' 



^cM^0n  0f P£rer-tal   ri9htS  conces:ed  an- ana child support       " 
more acute with  th 

ircrcement  matters Our 
r.on-contested  cases 
-tuation becomes 

before  the  "t-rt aCTerCT« to oase tlme  standards  in  all   ^reas 

-d  funy imPlame;.t^°raof e"^ g LltSpl--r--^n'f " deVelOP 
innovative  initiatives     such  »* t?! uP and  to Pursue 
standards  and  Juvenill'D^g c"rt       "^ needed CaSe  time 

Very   tru 

Clayton  Greene, 
CG/kk 

CC : Chief Judge Robert M. Bell 
Chair, Conference cf Circuit Cou- T. .^ _ 



SIXTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
OF   MARYLAND 

IUDIC1AL  CEKTER 

SO  MARYLAND  AVENUE 

RGCKVILLE,   MARYLAND   208^0 

PAUL H   WErNSTEIN 

ADMINISTRATIVE  lUDCt i240> 777-0180 

October 28, 2002 

Mr. Frank Broccolina 
State Court Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Maryland Judicial Center 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Re:      Statistical Needs Analysis for New Judgeships in the Circuit 
Courts. 2003 Session (Fiscal Year 2004) 

Dear Frank: 

I am writing in response to Chief Judge Bell's letter of October 1p, 2002 
regarding the Statistical Needs Analysis for New Judgeships in the Circuit 
Courts. 

Since 19% when Rule 16-204 was under consideration, we conveyed our 
concerns regarding the reorganization of the circuit court structure to support 
the family division. Specifically, our concerns were based upon the lack of 
judicial resources to support the concept of a comprehensive, coordinated 
structure that administered justice by addressing familial issues earlier and more 
effectively. 

The statewide philosophy on family divisions, as adopted by the judiciary, 
is to provide the most effective case management principles and practical 
alternatives for the constructive resolution of issues. The family divisions are to 
deal exclusively with matters affecting the family unit and provide services 
necessary to improve the lives of children and adult family members. Based 
upon this philosophy in which family divisions are to deal exclusively with 
familial issues, Montgomery County took the initiative to begin the 
implementation of the one-judge/ one team approach to domestic matters 
anticipating, of course, that future judicial positions were forthcoming due to 
increased caseloads and demonstrated need. That unfortunatelv. has not 
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occurred. We are not reaching familial issues as timely as we should due to the 
scheduling availability of our judges. This is not to pronounce that we are not 
functioning within the statewide case time standards, it is to demonstrate that 
families in significant conflict are in need of judicial intervention more frequently 
so as to not allow for uncertainty and dysfunction in their lives. 

In order to achieve the established family division implementation goals, 
we must focus upon special case assignment, where needed, as well as problem 
solving and prevention. To fully achieve this principle, we must not allow the 
full complement of judges to handle certain segments of each case. Chief Judge 
Bell has been extremely supportive and dedicated to funding family division 
services, such as ADR,'Pro Se Assistance, Guardian Ad Litem, Psychological 
Evaluations, Supervised Visitation, Facilitation and Case Managers. 
Additionally the social services component, an equally important mission of the 
family division, has been greatly increased in the family arena. 

Currently, Montgomery County is undergoing another structural 
transformation by the transfer of juvenile jurisdiction from the District Court to 
the Circuit Court. We have developed a detailed, comprehensive Juvenile 
Differentiated Case Management Plan (enclosed) for the juvenile division and we 
anticipate some early successes. However, this plan is based upon the current 
resources available to us and does not incorporate the juvenile division into the 
family division, again, for lack of judicial resources. 

As the analysis indicates, we are the most populous jurisdiction in 
Maryland. The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
recently calculated that our past growth trend would continue into the future. 
We have experienced a precipitous increase in family division workload since 
1998 in addition to the multifaceted caseload becoming more complicated with 
our diverse culture in Montgomery County. 

Accordingly, I am optimistic that the legislature will agree with our 
concerns in the family and juvenile area. Our need for additional judgeships is 
sustained by the analysis illustrating that an additional two (2) judges are needed 
in Montgomery County. Courtroom space is not available, however, juvenile 
chamber space is currently near completion. The County Council and 
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County Executive have continued throughout my tenure as Circuit and 
Administrative Judge to support the need for additional judgeships in 
Montgomery County. I look forward to working with you toward a favorable 
outcome in this endeavor. 

Thank you in advance for the opportunity to comment on this matter. 

Vprrtruly yours, 

Paul H. Weinstein 

Phw/ pqh 
Cc: Pamela Q. Harris 

* 
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r.ai   J .en HeiterCcou'ts slate me ^s 

Mr. Frank Broccolma 
State Court Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Maryland Judicial Center 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Re: FY2004 

Dear Mr. Broccolma: 

By this letter, the Circuit Court for Baltimore City is requesting four neu judges, one judge tor 
each of our dockets: civil, criminal, juvenile and domestic. This Court has no: had a new judec sir^c 
W. It remains, however, the busiest court in the State and is serous!} chu'ler^-ed b\ a lack of ludic;.;! 
resources. In spite of creative new programs on all dockets, the bonom hne is that there are far too 
many cases for the number of available judges. 

Criminal Docket 

For the calendar year 2001, there were 8,942 incidents that were the subject of criminal filings. 
Because incidents often result in multiple charges, the actual number of criminal charges would be much 
greater. These felony filings did not include the 7,012 jury trial prayer cases which originated in District 
Court or the 540 criminal appeals from District Court. These numbers represent a significant increase 
in filings over calendar year 2000 when there were 8,043 felony filings and 6,259 jury trial prayer cases 
Put another way, there were an additional 1,652 cnmmal cases filed. Currently, a minimum of nine 
felony trials are set before judges five days a week. Fourteen of the 30 judges of this court are assigned 
to hear criminal matters. Three are assigned just to hear misdemeanor cases which originate m District 
Court. Approximately 60 - "5 new instant jury trial prayers are received fron: the District Court or. a 
dailv basis. 

During the past few \ears. this court has implemented several significant measures to process 
cases m a timely, yet fair manner. A firm postponement policy, a discos en. coun. pre-trial conferences-. 
centralized arraignments, computenzed scheduling orders, a DCM management program, and a new 
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statistical management package have helped. Nevertheless, unless there are more judges to preside over 
these cases, it will be impossible for this court to continue to process cases consistent with State time 

standards. 

Juvenile 

The Juvenile Court is in dire need of at least one additional Judge. The Juvenile Court would 
then have four full-time judges and nine full-time masters. In fiscal year 2001. the Juvenile Division 
handled approximately 2,000 new CINA petitions, 700 TPR petitions, 500 adoption petitions and over 
6 800 delinquencv petitions. During that year the court conducted in excess of 55,000 hearings. In fiscal 
year 2002, the Juvenile Division handled approximately 2,000 new CINA petitions, 525 TPR petitions. 
650 adoption petitions and 6.800 delinquency petitions. During that fiscal year, more than 61.000 
hearings were conducted. Clearly an additional Judge would benefit the TPR. adoption. CINA and 

delinquency dockets. 

Specifically, as to TPRs. a recent study done by the Foster Care Court Impro\ement Project 
indicated that based upon the current volume of newly filed TPR petitions, using standards set by the 
National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges, our court requires 5.5 additional full-time Judges 
(in addition to the one full-time Judge currently assigned to TPR's) to appropriately handle the TPR 

docket alone. 

It should also be noted that, pursuant to "best practices"' associated with ASFA (American Safe 
Family and Adoption Act), over the last three years there has been a marked increase in the number of 
CINA hearings for the purposes of permanency planning. Ideally, all of those hearings should be 
handled by a Judge. In the absence of additional judicial resources, we have reduced the number of 
Masters available to hear delinquency cases to otherwise handle permanency planning hearings. 

Civil 

In large measure, because of significant reforms to the docket in the early 1990's. the civil docket 
of this court has been characterized as one of the most efficient in Maryland. A DCM Program 
providing for separate scheduling tracks for cases, depending on the complexity of the case: pre-tna! 
scheduling orders: mandatory settlement conferences: and a mediation program have gone a long wa> 
to ensure that civil cases have reliable trial dates and resolve in a timely manner. In particular, this court 
has one of the strongest alternative dispute resolution programs in Maryland requiring employmer.:. 
worker's compensation, business, contract, insurance and environmental cases to go to a court appointed 
mediator before the conclusion of discovery. A study commissioned by MACRO indicated that the 
worker's compensation cases referred to mediation resolved in statistically significant shorter time 
periods and resulted in less discovery filings. Currently, there are ad hoc groups of the bar working w ith 
the court to expand the mediation program to medical malpractice and other professional liability cases 
In addition, in January. 2003 the court will begin its Business and Technology Case Program. 
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These initiatives must be viewed with the backdrop of the significant flings in this docket. For 
example, in FY 2002 there were 17,781 civil filings in contrast to 16. 688 in FY 2001. As with the 
criminal docket, this represents almost 1.100 additional filings. Most of those filings were in civil jury 
trial cases and asbestos cases. For FY 2002 alone there were 2,673 new asbestos filings. Currently, 
although there has been a complete revamping of the asbestos docket, there are approximately 18,000 
asbestos cases awaiting trial dates! Since 1999, this court has been meeting regularly with the asbestos 
bar and is scheduling approximately 150 cases every four weeks. Thousands of asbestos cases have 
resolved prior to trial. However, significant judicial input is needed for their resolution. 

The new filings also reflect the hundreds of lead paint cases particular to Baltimore City. It is 
estimated at any one time there are between 800 -1,000 lead paint cases pending. This year the Mayor 
of Baltimore City announced Project 5000 - an initiative by which the City hopes to acquire title to 5000 
properties by use of Petitions to foreclose the rights of redemption from tax sales. The City expects to 
begin filingapproximately 150 of these cases per month starting in November. 2002. 

Because of the needs of the other dockets, at the current time there are only six judges 3\ ai!ab!e 
to preside over jury trial cases with an additional one judge sitting as a chambers court. There shou.a 
be at least nine. The assistance of retired judges is needed on a daily basis not only to try cases, but 
review an average of 130 motions every day. Without question, a new ;udge is needed for this docket. 

Family Division 

In the Family Division, for FY 2002 there were 5,112 filings which represented a small increase 
over the 5,034 filings for FY 2001. Because of the individual attention required in these cases, which 
involve child custody, child support, domestic violence, and property issues, each case needs at least 
three hearings (scheduling, pre-trial, and trial). Therefore, approximately 9. 924 hearings are needed 
to be scheduled in a year. There are only two judges and one full time master available to hear those 
cases because the third family division judge presides over non-support cases. Two of the three masters 
are designated to hear only child support cases. This year the number of cases with pro se litigants 
continues to rise. Eighty-three percent of domestic cases have at least one party who is pro se and in 
51% of the family division cases, both parties are pro se. With increased pro se litigation, more judicial 
attention is needed and hearings often take longer. 

The number of family division filings cited above did not include the paternity non-support cases 
filed in FY "'002 which were 11.120. In addition to a judge who hears these cases on a full-time KIMS. 

two familv"division masters assist with these cases. There is another master who reviews special 
requests for emergency hearings. There were over 200 requests for emergency heanngs during the past 
year and thev must be accommodated because in most of them children may be in threat of immediate 
phvsical ham. Also, any decision rendered by the master at these hearings is subject to immeOiate 
judicial review upon request of the parties and thus, judge time is needed as well. 



Mr. Frank Broccolina 
Oct. 31,2002 
Page -4- 

Because of the significant number of cases, and the time that is needed to attend to these 
imponant issues, the backlog of cases awaiting scheduling is unfortunately accumulating. An additional 
judge would alleviate the backlog and allow the family division to comply w ith new State time standards 
for the processing of cases. 

Conclusion 

Baltimore City may aptly be characterized as a "stone soup jurisdiction." In spite of a shortage 
of necessary judges and limited support resources, the Circuit Court continues to create new 
management reforms to allow its caseload to process in a fair, timely and efficient manner. However, 
in order to meet the needs of the citizens of Baltimore City, a minimum of four additional judgeships 
is necessary. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen M. Heller 
Administrative Judge 

E MR Tons 
cc:      Robert M. Bell, Chief Judge 

All Judges, Circuit Court for Baltimore City 

. 
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DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 
for Ann© Arundel County 

James W. Dryden 
Admin/strative Judge 

The Robert F Sweeney District Court Building 
251 Rowe Boulevard 

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
Tel: (410) 260-1360 
Fax; (410)260-1312 

MEMORANDUM 

1 
I 

TO: Honorable Martha F. Rasin, Chief Judge 

FROM:        James W. Dryden, Administrative Judge   ()    j 

DATE: August 31, 2001 

SUBJECT:    Additional Judge for District Seven 

I have enclosed a copy of my memorandum of July 20. 2000 that requested an 
additional judge for District Seven. Everything I .said in that memorandun- remains t-ue inday; the 
special programs we operate to divert cases from the courtroom, the increased business over time 
(.although the latest year to year statistics smw only a small increasei ar.i the time spent by our 
judges on the bench. 

I would again like to draw special attention to the time our judges spend on the bench; 
about five hours per day. Each month our judges earn first or second place honors in that category. 
We eajqn that place; we do not stretch out cases or complete office work on the bench. We try cases, 
especially drank driving cases (which did show an almost 10% increase last year). 

Anne Aiundel County and Montgomery County continue to process more drunk 
driving cases than any other jurisdiction. We "process" a significant number of these cases by trial. 
A statistical report covering the period from July 2000 to March 2001 indicates that out of the total 
drunk driving charges of 5,361 in that period in Anne Arundel County, 199 ended in not guilty 
verdicts, more than any other jurisdiction. We try many drunk driving cases and they take time. 

Although not quite as dramatic that same situation applies in criminal cases. In that 
same period, July 2000 to March 2001, 1,144 criminal cases were disposed of in Anne Arundel 
County, 48 by not guilty verdicts. If you compare that number with the number of not guiltys in 
other jurisdictions, in both absolute and percentage terms, the conclusion seems inescapable that 
many cases proceed to trial in Anne .Arundel County. 

None of this is meant to suggest that Anne Arundel County is right or wrong about 
anything; just an effort to explain why we spend so much time on the bench and that the time spent 
is productive. 
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I also point this out in the belief that the workload assessment report which 
demonstrated the need for two-thirds of a judge in Anne Arundel County was only two-thirds 
accurate. As I understand the methodology used, time values, i.e. District Court Case Weights, were 
given to each type of case with drunk driving cases consuming, on average, almost twenty one 
minutes of time. This is more time needed than for any other type of case, except domestic violence 
and peace order cases. Again our county has more of those cases and more of them go to trial. 

I would again refer you to my memorandum of last year. As I pointed out in that 
memorandum, we have a space physically available that can be quickly turned into a courtroom. 

Finally, if this request is granted, we would need an additional bailiff and courtroom 
clerk to staff the courtroom. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

JWD/kjh 

Jwd MemosU-dditioMl jadgrs rsquest 2001 

i 
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DISTRICT COUHT OF MARYLAND 
for Ann* AruntM County 

James W, Drydvn 
Administrative Judge 

DRAFT 

Tha Robert F. Sweeney District Court Building 
251 Rowe Boutsvard 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

T«!:{410) 260-1360 
Fax: (410) 260-1312 

MEMORANDUM 

I 
t 

TO: Honorable Martha F. Rasin, GtdcfJadgc 

FROM: James W. Dryden, Administrative Judge (jO 

DATE: July 20,2000 

SUBJECT:    Addiuonai Judge for District 7 

As part of my educadoc befcr= anting this letter requestLnc' an additiona' udge in 
District 7,1 read some previous requests from other jurisdictions. Thev were exceUent and featured 
a znarsnaLmg offsets to support the request What was not stated specifically and dircrJy, ilthouefa 
an unspoken theme, is how seriously the lack of judges erodes the quality of justice.1 Ctr ;udg€s, 
here and in other districts, have to balance every other consideration against the need to finish the 
docket If dockets are not finished there are just more and bigger dockets lurking around the coiner. 

Our judges average five hours per day on the bench. Since only six hours are 
available every day tins means many of our judges will spend more than the available six hours on 
many days just to finish the docket Some judges would spend even more tune if staffing 
availabiHty was not a &ctor. Even if a judge finishes the docket tinder those conditions, that judge 
is not sure if the proper attention has been paid to each case. This pell-mell approach does not 
engender the trust of the citizens. 

We have already tried to help ourselves. We are either operating or part of many 
programs to reduce the strain on the docket We direct the appropriate criminal cases to the 
mediation program of the State's Attorney's Office, direct bad check cases to the State's Attorney's 
program, use a video to advise defendants of their nghts, have a designated settlement judge to ride 
herd on special set civil cases, have started a mediation program in small ela-im civil cases and have 
an expedited guilty plea program cooperatively run by the Acme Amndel Countv Detention Crater, 
the Public Defenders Office and the State's Attorney's Office. 

'Only Judge Rasin's request dated 11/22/95 directly addressed the problem. 
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f 
Additional Judge for Dis&ict 7 
July 19,2000 
Page Two 

Having said all tfais, sperifiarty of proof is necessary and readily avmlabla Weharc 
experieoced an increase in txrae-coosaaiisg ^jecial s^ civil cases. We have Dttle bench time. We 
operateal^ragCour^thewi^kwn^ajttd^fw^ Thenundwr 
of motor vducle cases processed has increased firon 82^76 in 1995-96 to 108,025 in 1998-99. The 
number of cdnanal cases has increased from 10,322 in 1995-96 to 14, 941 in 1998-99. This is of 
special concern because fee nnmber prevents us from setting fee cases in far trial as qmddy as we 
should. We hrrc more drrink driving cases in oarjurisdiction every year than any other jurisdiction, 
averaging e^W (except 1998-99 when Mon^pmery County passed us by 500). Our domestic 
violence filings increased from 1,332 in 1995-96 to 1, 676 in 1998-99. Finally, we have a room 
available that can easily be outStted as a courtroom. 

I could write more and offer more statistics. However, it seems to me it would just 
be more stating of the obvious. 

JWD/Tgh 

t i 
i 



KEITH E.MATHEWS 
Adminisrrative Judge 

DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLA^NfO 
District One 

August 28,2001 

5400 Wabun Avenu. 
B«iumore, MtryUBC 21215 

V410) g?g^01« 
TTV: 1*101 383-7553 

The Honorable Martba F. Rasin 
Chief Judge 
District Court of Maryland 
Coots of Appeal Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dear Judge Rasin: 

As I review my letter to you last year requesting one additional judgeship for Baltimore     ^ 
City. I find the information contained therein just as appropriate this year. I will resubnut last year s 
letter and supplement it with the following information: 

1 The Early Disposition Court at Eastside is now operating five days a week 

2.        The Central Booking courtroom is operating five days a week with z. Distnct Court 
iucae thers 4 '/i days a wee'::. 

3 The administration of District One with 26 judges, 56 conmissioners and over 250 
non-judicial employees is so time consuming that I am not able to assume fall time 
bench duties. 

4.        I forfot to mention in last year's letter that Baltimore City is the only jurisdiction 
where it takes four judicial days a week just to handle parking tickets. 

5 "Hie most important addition to this year's request is the result of the Judicial 
Workload Assessment Report that I incorporate herein by reference thereto. The 
comprehensive weighted analysis of judicial workload recommends an additional 
2.13 judges needed for Baltimore City. 

Based on the above, attached and incorporated, your consideration of this request is 
appreciated. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Keith E. Mathews 
Admimstrarive Judge 

KEM/db 



KEITHE.MATHEWS 
Adntinismmve Judf * 

DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 
District One 

August 11, 2000 
5S00 W^taiC Avwiue 

Baiumon, Mvytand 2X21$ 
(410) g7»-IOI4 

Tnr: (410) 3C-7335 

The Honorable Martiia F. Rasm 
Chief Judge 
District Court of Maryland 
Corals of Appeal Bmlding 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dear Judge Rasin; 

The purpose of this letter is to request an additional judgeship for District One, 
Baltiinore City. 

Although raw statistics may not show a signmcant increase m filings, the ccmpiexiry 
of specialized dockets have put an ever increasing burden on all District One judges. 

The "Tmina? Domestic Violence docket is five days a week and has full-time 
prosecutors who specialize in this area. They only bring the most serious cases to this court 
As with any domestic case, the acrimony between the parties is intense. I cannot assign one 
judge fnH-tiine to that docket because die burnout rate is high. 

The Drug Treatment docket requires highly specialized training for the judge and a 
long-term commitinenL Replacement judges are limited to only^those who have been trained 
in that area. The national recognition and success of this court makes it likely that it will be 
expanded 

District One has the only fufl-trme Housing docket In an effort to reduce blight and 
increase affordable city housing, the Legislature has conferred special condemnahon powers 
to the District Court in Baltimore City only. We have been told by the new administration 
to expect an increase in the use of this law as a part of its effort in this area. 

The Cximinal Justice Coordinating Council has proposed and we have initiaxed an 
Early Disposition docket In September of this year, the docket will be fuU-tiine, five days 
a week, 9 to 5. This is the court where a defendant who, after arrest, and release by the " 
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The Honorable Martha F. Rasin- 
Augratll,2000 
Page Two 

f^Sl-tiine Early Di^osition docket we are moving our Rent Cc«rt from the Easteide 
Ba^gtofteOvilBmlding. Tiat wfll eMnate a civil court and incxease the workload 
an. lie rcmammg Qvil courts. 

It is not uxmsual for a judge to start a crimmal court docket with eighty cases 
schednled Specialty dockets and bafl review dockets have increased the case load of our 
regular dcKd^TPor example, Cooitro^^ 
foroiff pilot Early Dispoa^ ^ 
leaves two and one-half days to try five days of cmnmal cases. 

We have been hearing cases on a part-time basis at the Central Booking courtroom 
for some time now. Later this year, we will begin full time operations. This alone should 
mstifv an additional judge.  It is an addidonal court to operate and expand our court 
locadons from four to five. This courtroom will be used for early dispositions of defendants 
whe re not released, as well as quality case review, bail reviews, r^-irview of bails and 
felony matters that may arise as a result of our cross-designated status. The last fiscal year 
when we were only ihere part-time, we required 276 retired judge days. 

The new Mayor and Police Conrarissioner have made it ckar that they will soon be 
impkmenimg their crime redaction initiative that wffl result m increased aneste. 

Civil cases have become mac campkx and arc consmning xnoreof our judges'non- 
bench time. It is not unusual for our Ovil judges to issue written opinions similar to the 
example attached and all without law clerks. 

For the before-stated reasons, your consideration of this request is appreciated. 

Very truly yours. 

Keith E. Mathews 
Administrative Judge 

KEM/db 
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0«n«raJ. Motors Aac«ptana« Corp. 
Plaintiff 

Jobzmy X.  Rilay, Sr. 
Defendant 

HJ THE 

DISTRICT COURT OT VXRYIMXD 

FOR BALTIMORl CITY 

OLSE  iro-:OlOl-50284-9S 

QPIXXOS  ARD QgDgg 

The facta dn this case are undisputed. The Plaintiff, General 

Motors Acceptance Corporation (GMAC) , and the Defendant, Johnny A. 

Riiey, Sr. (Riley) entered into a retail installment sales contract 

f-^r the -purchase of a rrtcr vehicle 

default, and the Plaintiff repoesessed the vehicle and sold it at 

a private auction. Defendant contends that CL 812-625 (d) requires 

that when a car is sold at a private sale the Plaintiff must notify 

the defendant of the time and place of sale.- The Plaintiff did not 

notify Defendant of the time and place of the sale of the vehicle 

prior to selling it, but: did comply with, all o-her provisions cf 

the law. It is undisputed that if Plaintiff failed to comply with 

the law its claim must be denied. 

The issue presented here is whether Seocior. 12-526 :d) refers 
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to all sales of repossessed cars or only chose sold at a public 

auction as referred to in Section 12-626 (a) . It is undiep-uted that 

under Section 12-626 (d) "at least ten days before the sale', the 

Holder shall nocify the buyer in writing sent by regisrered or 

certified mail of the time and place of the sale* - (emphasis added.) 

It is undisputed that this was not done. 

GMAC contends that such notice is not required, but is limited 

to public sales, relying upon language contained in the Court of 

Apneais decision in Kline v. Cantral Motors Podge, 3 28 Md. 448, 614 

A.id .213 (1332; stating: 

•It is undisputed that the 'public' sale referred to in 
Subsection (e)l(i) is the public auction sale referred co 
in RISA Section 12-626 (a) - (d) - n 614 A. 2d at 1314. 

The Defendant disagrees contending that the lar^uage contained 

in ;C«flft is merely dicia and does not refer to an issue presented 

to or decided by the Court in that case. Defendant points out that 

the parties in Kline agreed that Section 626 id) refers only to a 

public auction sale since that issue was not central to their 

contentions in that case. The Kline case stands for the principle 

w^*£Lw 5. C'X* ivate   sale  must  b*  eoramercially  reasonable. 
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The test to be used in analyziixg the statute are generally 

accepted.  They were set out in Frost v, $tate, 336 Md. 125, 137 

(1994) 

"In analyzing a statute, we must always be cognizant of 
a fundamental principle that statutory construction is 
approached from a ' coramonsensical' perspective, 
(citations omitted) . Thus we seek to avoid constructions 
that are illogical, unreasonable, or inconsistent with 
common sense. (citations omitted) . Furthermore we do not 
reach statutory language ' in isolation or out of 
context' [but construe it] in light of the legislature's 
general purpose and in the context of the statute as a 
whole" 
326 Md. 125, 137, 138. 

In attempting to understand this law, we begin with a review 

*""*£  *"—^-.ITfllS - e     *•:•„ ^_s"3.r.~ _.i'' 

little guidance. It is entitled "Repossession - resale of goods". 

The section begins by setting out the circumstances under which a 

public auction can be demanded by the buyer. Subsections (b) and 

{<=) both plainly refer to aalee at a public auction. Section (d' 

does not expressly refer to either a public or private sale. 

Subsection i.e! expressly defir.es which c! 

to which type of sale and refers ,to both public and private sales. 

Thus, various provisions of §12-626 apply to both types of sales 

but generally set out, in each instance, which type of sale is 
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xnvo ived.     The only exceptions  are subsection   <d)   and   (f)    (which 

recuires a statement of disposition of the proceeds) . This review 

of the context of the section suggests that where the legislature 

wished to distinguish between a public or private  sale,   it did so 

expressly. 

Accordingly, one begins an analysis of this section with the 

reasonable presumption that since §12-626 (d) failed zc specifically 

state whether "the sale" was a public or private sale,  the 

subsection refers to any sale and requires notice of all sal»s. 

public or private. 

The Defendant argues that such an interpretation would be 

reasonable based upon the generally accepted principle that where 

the statutory scheme is designed to provide protection to certain 

individuals, there is no reason to read a portion of these 

crotecticns out of the statute. Rather, arnbiguity should be 

resolved in favor of the class to be protected and the general 

purpose of the section. 

[n addition, the Plaintiff offered no compelling reasons why 
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a notice of private sale could not be provided to the Defendant 

just as easily as that of a public sale.  There has been no proof 

that such a notice would, in any way, prejudice the Plaintiff or 

others aimllarly situated.  Of course, the Defendant would be 

placed in a more difficult position with respect to attending a 

private auction sale than with respect to a public auction sale; 

however, there appears to be no compelling reason why the Defendant 

snouid not be apprised of the time and place so that, if feasible, 

he could make arrangements to attend and observe to insure that a 

ccrnmercia.^y reasonah*e sale occurs. 

The Court feels that the Plaintiff's reliance upon Kline v. 

^PlT^^^^ra^      Ntero-ra     TWirro        328     Md.      448,      614     A. 2d      1313       (1992)       is 

misplaced. While it is noteworthy that the holding of that case 

with respect to the issue before the Court is cited in the notes in 

the statute as standing for the proposition which Plaintiff 

supports, a reading of the case does not support this claim. It is 

clear that the holding in Kline or. ih^s issue is not central to the 

subject matter of that case.  The Court gave no consideration to 
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this iaGue in BUB*, but merely recited the parties acquiescence en 

the issue.  Accordingly, with respect to the issue before this 

COUT' t in this matter, the holding in TliA*  appears to provide no 

substantive guidance. 

This Court believes that a finding in favor of the Plaintiff 

would require reading into the statute the word -public- before the 

word "sale" in Subsection 12-626(d). This is not reasonable 

particularly in light of the fact that where the legislature 

r>-T?eared to ir.tend the statute to apply to a particular type tf 

sa le, it expressly so stated. To support the Plaintiff's view, the 

Court would have to assume that the legislature simply made a 

mx stake in writing the statute and proceed to rewrite the statute 

to the satisfaction of Plaintiff. This Court believes that such a 

rewriting of the statute is inappropriate and unsupported by 

Lraditional rules of statutory interpretation.  Rather the Court 

wou Id prefer to use the plain, common sense meaning of Subsection 

12-626 (d) and interpret it to apply to sales in general, which this 

Court believes is a rational and reasonable interpretation of the 
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plain meaning of the subsection, particularly when eon*id«r«d ij 

light of the general protective purpose of the statut ute, 

Accordingly,     for    these    reasons,    the    Court    will enter a 

judgment in this matter in favor of the Defendant. 

John M. Glynn 
Judge 

cc:  All Counsel 



Frank M. Kratovil 
Administrative Judge 

DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 
District Number 5 

August 27, 2001 

MEMORANDUM 

Comthouse, Suite 345B 
Upper Marlborc, Marviand 20' 

(301) 952-4023 

TO: Hon. Martha F. Rasin 
Chief Judge 

FROM: Frank M. KratoviJ     /^l^** 
Adminisirative Judge 

SUBJ: Addiuonal Judgeships for Prince George's Counry 

I am requesting four additional judges for the 5* Judi-rV D:stnc;. 
m v reauest are as follows: 

T":e reas:>rs ?or 

The Maryland Adirunistrative Office of the Courts retailed the ser^-iccs of the 

assessment for the Circuit and District Courts to provide juanmanve 

documented, the conclusory report subrruned on August 15, 2000 was 
illuminating if shocking. The conclusion reached was that the 5'* Judicial District 
was assessed as needing 17.50 judges. As you are well aware, we had 33 judges 
at that time and have 13 judges now. The formula and procedure for the gathering 
of this information was carefully, strictly outlined and quite scientific. This 
assessment - a need for 4.5 more judges is justification enough for additional 
judicial help. 

The recent emphasis and study by the courts and judges o: case management and 
court technology innovation if anything, reinforces the need for adequate judicial 
presence.  Far from reducing or eliminating the need for judges, all oi the 
seminars and instructions point to the great need for an acequate judiciary to 
imnlement these ?treamiinin£! procedures. 

Our domestic violence dockets increase each year ana 3.598 domestic vioience 
cases were filed last year, an increase of 4%.  The public and experts on the 
subject insists that these cases be handled promptly and through.! v   We cannot 

caseloads. Our District Court denied more domestic violence petitions than the 
Circuit Court handled. 
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Corollary to the domestic violence docket, but separate, are the peace order 
filings. From January 2000 through December 2000 we had 729 filings and 
through July 2001, we are already up 34%. 

Our caseload in municipal infractions was (up 21%); parking tickets (up 22%) and 
the new automated red light cases (up 240%) show adjustments are necessary. 

Although our civil docket was down 3%, these figures are cyclic and the tell tale 
statistic is that we had 1,778 automobile torts filed. Because of our increased 
jurisdiction and the speed with which we are scheduling these cases, there is no 
doubt the filing of these cases, which are time consuming, will increase. 

Our second regional booking station - with Commissioners Station - has opened 
in Eastover and a third is scheduled for opening in December. This will surely 
mean an increase in the in the courts cnrrunai docket which is siightiy down this 
year, since one of the purposes of regional booking is to free up police resulting in 
more arrests. 

:MK:i 



F-ank M. Kiatovil 
Aammismune Judge 

DISTXICT COURT OF MARYLA>fD 
Dismct Number 5 CjunaoBse. Suite 345B 

Upper .Vtaribcro. Maryland 2 
(30!) 952 -«n3 

July 13,2000 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Hon. Martha F. Rasin 
Chief Judge 

FROM: Frank M. Kratovil      /\ 
Administrarive Judse 

AA JU 

SUBJ: Additional Judge for Prince George's County 

I am requesting an addition mdee for the Fifth Judicial Di? 
recuesi ars ^ T'OCCA ?: 

*-p-•»     l^^1 "t'lSP^ ^^v 

1) Although domestic violence cases are on approximately the same level as 
of last year, that level is approximately 200 to 300 hundred cases per 
month. The bench time for our domestic violence cases has now increased 
to approximately 5 hours per day. I cannot represent that there will be an 
increase in the domestic violence cases to a certainty, but it seems very 
likely that there will be before the end of the year. 

2) There has been an increase in motor vehicle cases of approximately 3% so 
far this year. 

3) In my report of July of 1999,1 reported the probable operation of two new 
regional booking facilities. One of those regional booking facilities had 
the ground breaking. Thai regional booking station should be operational 
in February, 2001 and as I have previously pointed out, that will increase 
the oumber of arrests and prosecutions on our trial dockets. 

- Peace Orders arc beginning :c be used mere wideh araC througn June of 
this year, 594 Peace Orders have been filed. As the information of the 
availabilicy of this mechanism becomes more widely know. I would expect 
that number to increase very substantially within the next six months. 

FMK:iac 
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STEraENLCLAGETT 
"iiir'aitVe Jvrftr 

DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 
District Four 

August 31, 2001 

Pnnce FrwJcnct VID 2067S-41 T>6 

(4in)5?s-gsco 

The Honorable Martha F. Rasin 
Chief Judge 
District Coun of Maryland 
Courts of Appeal BuDding 
?6 ] Rowe Boulevard 
•ijinapolis, MD 21401 -2395 

Dear Chief Judge Rasin: 

On AUEUST J^   'QQC   
T
 >_ 

-•. St. Mao-s Coun,).   N0, i0 bc de,emd bv ..re,cc[10I,.., ha;.. ;::..;,-.--••=-' --• ^•«r.a JV 

Mpnl. .ontact me abou. why .hcy del, g« ^ 7* Z ' ,*"* ^ a"0nKys "*' 

delay even Ihough we still can't ?«trL    i   P y - *': doC''eU ^ "> « 'v°"1 0-c 
because of the ZJLlZ rZ£ Z^ TZX^,?" ""*• " * "«««' r-" 
witnesM, and the public are noS! 2^• t, J   *"' 1",8a"ti- Pro"^^, attomevs. 
may beshonchan/cd in ZZ^lZt•       '"'^^ *« ^ ^ ^^ 

"Bench time" is a deceivina statistic   first as srar-H rh   . 
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TO:JUDGE RflSIN P06E:e£ 

The Honorable Martha F. Rasin 
August 31, 2001 
Page 2 

happc myto. in ,hc near ^loTZZT^TT^Z• ^ This <:amo' 

umncd.atdy. I would ^so add an additional dockc, Cto CaJL   L ^ ^ 
—(y have *. space ,„ each Co^ava„aWe «, ^^^^^-f ^- 

Considering that we are cunmtlvtfeir^ H" »  , *' r5"U^em, nccd ^ JLde«. 
^wi»g 40n of». statrr'^irfcSr ^^coumiK»^ ^ 

Thank you for vc. ir consideration. If you need any additional information, please call. 

Very truly yours, 

Stephen L. Clagett 
Administrative Judge, District IV 

SLC/dw 

Enclosures 



DISTRiCT COURT OF .VURVLAND 

District Number 4 Stephen L. Clagen 
4dmin:s;rative Judge 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Martha F. Rasin 
Chief Judge 

FROM: The Honorable Stephen L. Clagett 
Admmistrative Judse. District IV 

;iiis Goidiie:n Mulli-Servicr JJ 
-00 Duke Street. 2nd Roor 

P-.nct Freaenck. MD ;05"8-4; 
(-!10):35-:09l 
(4:0)535-8800 

DATE: March 2, 200 i 

SUBJECT:      St. Mary's County District Court's Need for a Second Judge 

Listed below are uie reasoni .'-•.._. ii. .\i.a... ^ \-^^^j ..^w^ - .-^ . 

(1)        Population gr-^th in i:u:nem Mar. .a.::u — :as:c^. r:    •.:.- .-- 

Statewide population average per District Coun y^-~ — - •-.-   • 

#1        St. Mary's County 90,500 
#4        Calvert County 76,100 
#7        Charles County 61.700 

St. Mary's ShenfFs Dept. has increased the number of officers 

20% over last 2 years 

Cou: 

fcv 

(2)       CircuitDistr.ct Judge Ratios 

As of July i, 1999 
As of Julv 1. 1999 

1-13 Circuit Court 
108 Distnc: Coun Average 1.3 

Calvert Co. and a :V.v o±ers have the second highest ratio oi 2 

St. Marv's 

: 1 
: 1 

t_: 'uc^es .u o the 1 Distr.c; L cur 

(3)       Fiscal 2000 Report 

St. Mary's =: in motor -.ehicle cases nied per'udge 
St. Mary's =3 m cnnurai cases fiied per juc^e .'--.••-:r 
St. Mary's — in civil cases filed (Calvert 42) 
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(4) Jury Trial Prayers have dropped precipitously since Judge Slade was appointed. 

(5) Judge Slade is very thorough and patient; he uses supervised probation 
extensively (dramatic increase in VOPs) 

(6) Delays in setting trial dates — 4 - 6 months from arrest to trial 

(7) Calvert's population, trial date delays, and increase in cases filed are very 
close — a second judge in St. Mary's allows Calvert to expand dockets to 
open second courtroom one or two days to clear the backlog. This eliminates 
the need for Calvert to request another District Court judge for at least two 
years. (If a second St. Mary's judge is approved, we will increase the number 
of docket davs from five to six or seven — not ten. The -udges can travel the 
other days, not only to Calvert County but to other junsactions, where a void 
needs to be filled) 

(*}       Increasing complexity and breadth of District Cou" d'- :kets statewide 

D\"s,?=ace Orders! 
Expanded Civil Jurisdiction 
Chamber's work (equal amount of hours spent 'off bench" as 

"bench time") 
Outside court related activities i.e. various committees involving 

domestic violence, substance abuse, public speaking, etc... have 
increased in recent years 
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Stephen L. Clagen 
Admmisnan* Jkdgt 

DJSTVUCT COURT OF MABYIUMD 
District Number 4 

July 6, 2000 

Louii Goklsiejn Multi-Service Cenier 
200 Duke Street. 2M1 Floor 

ftiiics Frederick. MD 2D67t-4i 36 
(4IW 535-2091 
(4)0)535-8K» 

The Honorable Martha F. Rasin 
Chief Judge, District Court of Maryland 
Courts of Appeal Building 
361 Rowe Boulevard 
Annapolis, MD 21401 -2395 

Dear Chief Judge Rasin: 

I have •j.xirten the last nvn year^ r^qussting a second District Ccurt judge ',n St. Marv's 
Count-,. .A.S much as 1 sincerely believe that 'At need this position. I have :c be candid in srring that 
the District Court in St Mary's County is operating efficiently and can continue to do so for the 
immediate future if this request is not granted Having Judge Slade sitting m Leonardtown five days 
per week instead of the three that he will sit if we get a second judge has given him the opportunity 
to develop a style methodology compatible with the size and type of docket that he sees. Although 
still the highest in District Four, his bench time has been less than I expected. Also, there is a 
"bigger picture" than what T see. There are many other factors for you and Chief Judge Bell to 
consider before asking the legislature for another judge-not the least of which are the results of the 
Judicial Certification Methodology Study which is currently underway. 

Rather than paraphrase last year's request 1 am attaching a copy of my August 24, 1999 letter 
and will supplement my facts, figures and argumenta. 

The populatinn of St. Mary's County specifically and southern Marvland in general is ever 
increasing. This expanding populauon is demanding mors and better service. Once again, the 
ShcrifPs Department in St. Mary's has added a significant number of deputies. Once deputies are 
hired, more and more traffic and criminal cases are processed, i he number of motor vehicle filings 
in St Mary's County alone increased by thmy-seven percent last year. We are currently scheduling 
trafik and ciiminal cases for trial five to JIX months after the summons, •warrant or citation is issued. 
Large claim civil cases cannot be scheduled for approximately seven montns. St. Mary s County has 
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the highest population in the state per District Court iudfie. Correspondingly, it ranks near the top 
in criminal traffic, and civil cases filed per judge. It is still the only jurisdiction in the state of 
Maryland where you have three Circuit Court judges to one District Court judge. The next highest 
ratio, if I can interpret the statistics correctly, is two to one. Most jurisdictions have approximately 
1.5 Circuit Court judges to every District Court judge. 

I have written you recently asking that I be able to set an additional docket day in Calvert 
County. My dockets are getting heavier each month. When you have three courtrooms full of 
litigants each and every day coining through the District Court, you start making mistakes. The 
State's Attorney's Office is complaining that the caseload is such on any given docket that they really 
do not have time to try a case. Without excessive plea bargaining, wc would come to a standstiil in 
no time at all. As it is. District Court judges have to be able to listen, talk and write at the same time. 
If they arc not able to master those traits, their bench time is going to becorae extraordinary. I can 
foresee that it will not be too far off before I will be sitting five days per week and we will need 
judges everv dav that I am on leave as opposed to not having a docket The added St. Mary's judge 
can fill this vacancy and also sit in Calvert Counrv on a regular basis so we don't have to ask for 
another iudce here for several vears 

When you have an increase in the number of cases filed as we have had in the last decade, 
there's a resulting increase in chambers work. For every how that Judge Slade is in court which 
probably averages four and one half to five and one half hours per day, I would venture to say that 
he has an equal amount of time off the bench signing court orders, corresponding, answering 
telephone calls, and answering general questions from the clerks or public. 

During my tenure as judge I have probably sat in half the District Courts in Maryland. In 
years past, it was not uncommon for a District Court judge to have a relatively busy but relaxing day. 
With the increase in the number of cases and the type of cases illustrated by our expanding civil 
jurisdiction and the increased number of filings in the domestic violence and peace order areas, that 
is no longer the case. 

Judge Slade is a fine judge. He is patient, diligent, and knowledgeable He and his 
predecessor have different views on certain matters which is also resulting in a considerable amount 
of bench time and hearings. There has been a noted decrease in jury trial demands since Judge Slade 
was appointed. He is also a firm believer in supervised probation- Resultandy, the number of 
violation of probation hearings are going to increase several fold over the number of hearings 
necessitated when Judge Raley sat in the District Court. 
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Rasin 

r 

If we obtain the other judge for SL Mary's County, we will increase not from five to ten 
docket days per week, but from five to six days per week in the beginning. Each judge will sit three 
days and be available to you to sit in other courts where there are vacancies the other two days per 
week. Currently, I know that you fill this void by having retired judges sit I am extremely grateftil 
to the retired judges that are available to come to southern Maryland when our judges are on leave. 
However, diey are only supposed to work eight hours from portal to portal, and they cannot be 
expected to handle the same volume of cases as a judge who sits on a daily basis. 

Although I'm sure that you have experts who can break down the statistics better than 1, the 
need for an additional judgship in St. Mary's County really has become a practicai necessity. The 
growth in population, law enforcement resources, and caseload activity is going to «-xp«nri If we 
are to serve the public in meeting this demand, we need ihat judgship. 

Very truly yours. 

ft       - 

Stephen T   Tlayen ^ 

Administrative Judge 
District IV 

SLC/dw 

Enclosure 
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the highest population in the stale per District Court judRe. Correspondingly, it ranks near the top 
in criminal, traffic, and civil cases filed per judge. It is still the only jurisdiction in the state of 
Maryland where you have three Circuit Court judges to one District Court judge. The next highest 
ratio, if I can interpret the statistics correctly, is two to one. Most junsdictions nave approximately 
1.5 Circuit Court judges to every District Court judge. 

I have written you recently asking that I be able to set an additional docket day in Calvert 
County. My dockets are getting heavier each month. When you have three courtrooms full of 
litigants each and every day coming through the District Court, you start malring mistakes. The 
State's Attorney's Office is complaining that the caseload is such on any given docket that they really 
do not have time to try a case. Without excessive plea bargaining, wc would come to a standstill in 
no time at all. As it is, District Court judges have to be able to listen, talk and write at the same tune. 
If they arc not able to master thooe traits, their bench time is eoing to become extraordinary'. I can 
foresee that it will not be too far off before I will be sitting five days per week and we will need 
judges everv day thai I am on leave as opposed to not having a docket The added St. Mary's judge 
can fill this vacancy and also sit sn Calvert County on a reguiai basis so we don't have to ask for 
another iudec here for several vears 

When you bavs an increase in the number of cases filed as we have had in the last decade, 
there's a resulting increase in chambers work. For every hour that Judge Slade is in court which 
probably averages four and one half to five and one half hours per day, I would venture to say that 
he has an equal amount of time off the bench signing court orders, corresponding, answering 
telephone calls, and answering general questions from die clerks or public. 

During my tenure as judge I have probably sat in half the District Courts in Maryland. In 
years past, it was not uncommon for a District Court judge to have a relatively busy but relaxing day. 
With the increase in the number of cases and the type of cases illustrated by our expanding civil 
jurisdiction and the increased number of filings in the domestic violence and peace order areas, that 
is no longer the case. 

Judge Slade is a fine judge. He is patient, diligent, and knowledgeable. He and his 
predecessor have different views on certain matters which is also resulting in a considerable amount 
of bench time and hearings. There has been a noted decrease injury trial demands since Judge Slade 
was appointed. He is also a firm believer in supervised probation- Resultantly, the number of 
violation of probation hearings are going to increase several fold over the number of hearings 
necessitated when Judge Raley sat in the District Court. 
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If we obtain the other judge for SL Mary's County, we will increase not from Svc to ten 
docket days per week, but from five to six days per week in the beginning. Each judge will sit three 
days and be available to you to sit in other courts where there are vacancies the other two days per 
week. Currently, 1 know that you fill this void by having retired judges sit I am rxtremely grateftil 
to the retired judges that are available to come to southern Maryland when our judges arc on leave. 
However, they are only supposed to work eight hours from portal to portal, and they cannot be 
expected to handle the same volume of cases as a judge who sits on a daily basis. 

Although I'm sure that you have experts who can break down the statistics better than 1, ihc 
need for an additional judgship in St. Mary's County really has become a practicaJ necessity. The 
growth in population, law enforcement resources, and caseload activity is going to rxrsnd If we 
are to serve the public in meeting this demand, we nctd thai judgstup. 

Verv trulv vours. 

Stephen T   riayett 
Administrative Judge 
District IV 

^ 

SLC/dw 

Enclosure 
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MEMORANDUM 

mcnurr romT OF VUKYI *NT> 
District Number 4 U>u« Goidste-.r. Multi-Serncr Center 

-00 Duke Screet. 2ml Roi>r 
Pnnce FneOenck. MD 2W78-41 '6 

(•HO) 335-2091 
t-JIO) 535-8800 

TO: Martha F. Rasin 
Chief Judge 

FROM: The Honorable Stephen L. Clagett 
Administrative Judge, Distnct IV 

DATE: March 2. 2001 

SUBJECT:       St. Mary's County Distnct Court's Need for a Second Judee 

Listed r-low nrp the reasons wh>- St Mar"''; Cnunn- need? a ^ezor.d T>"-—* r  

i 1»       Popiiiation growth m Southern Man-'land — fastest srewme res:^i ;n State 

Statewide population average per Distnct Court judge — 50,071 per comary 

#1        St. Mary's County 90,500 
#4        Calvert County 76,100 
#7       Charles County 61,700 

St. Mary's SherifFs Dept. has increased the number of officers by 
20% over last 2 years 

(2)       Circuit/District Judge Ratios 

As of July 1. 1999 
As of Julv 1. 1999           

Average 1.3 : 1 
Calvert Co. and a few others have the second highest ratio of 2 : 1 
St. Mary's   3 Circuit Court judges :o the .1 District Court Juune 

143 Circuit Court 
108 Distnct Court 

(3)       Fiscai 2000 Report 

St. Mary's ^1 in motor vehicle cases filed per judge 
St. Mary's 42 in crmiinai cases Hied per judge (.Calvert Co. 
St. Mary's #4 in civil cases filed (Calvert #2) 

6c Worcester ~1) 
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(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Jury Trial Prayers have dropprH pTfir.ipitnusly sine?. Tmige Slade wn*; apporntrd 

Judge Slade is very thorough and patient; he uses supervised probation 
extensively (dramatic increase in VOPs) 

Delays in setting trial dates — 4 - 6 months from arrest to trial 

Calvcrt's population, trial date delays:, and increase in cases filed are very 
close — a second judge in St. Mary's allows Calvert to expand dockets to 
open second courtroom one or two days to clear the backlog. This eliminates 
the need for Calvert to request another District Court judge for at least two 
vears. (If a second St. Mary's judge is approved, we will increase the number 
of docket days from five to six or seven — not ten. The judges can travel the 
other days, not only to Culvert County but to other jurisdictions, where a void 
nerdi la be filled') 

Lncreasms comriexitv anrf Hrpvuith nf District Court dockets statewide 

DV's/Peace Orders! 
Expanded Civil Jurisdiction 
Chamber's work (equal amount of hours spent "offbench" as 

•Dench time") 
Outside court related activities i.e. various committees involving 

domestic violence, substance abuse, public speaking, etc... have 
increased in recent years 
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TO:JUDGE RASIN P«^:C?9 

Stephen L. Clagen WSTRJCT COIJHT Or MAHYL4JMD 

District Number 4 

August 24, 1999 

loins Goldstein Muto-ServK* Cener 
200 Duke Street. 2nd Ftow 

Prmoc Prnimick. MD 20678-1136 
<410)53S-2»l 
(410) 535-8800 

The Honorable Martha F. Rasin 
Chief Judge 
District Court of Maryland 
Robert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Building 
Annapolis. MaryLand 21401-2395 

Dear Chief Judge Rasin: 

I am writing this letter to formallv reouest idditicnaJ 'uricres. v,c„ ,•», r-,; 

bounty. As ihe Aomuustranve Juaee or *^--- -hefr-i- • -P» -T-T -^^ r-, i„ '   " ^^ . - juuee ^-i ^- -i-tne. i. ^e. oa iiie lodowmg tacts to suppon trus 
rcqucSu • - 

The population of St Mary's County continues to show dramatic increases. This population 
ahrft, which ts occumng ttoougfaout the Southern Maryland region, i, expected to continue well 
tmo the next imlWun, TT* Maryland Office of Planning, Plannmg Da* Services, ^S* 
pubhshed article, Topularion Trends in Maryland," note that "Calvet, Cecil and St Mary's 
Covmties budced the Slate trend of slower population growth by having their largest gaWof the 

8•"^ T   "^ ^ u ^ Washin^n ?<>«> ^^ °n statistics obtaLedrotn the 
Bureau of the Census repom that St. Ma^-s County had th. ttuxd lughest population growth rate 
ot any junsdicnon withm the state from 1997 to 1998, mcreasmg tbrir population by 2 8%   Th. 
growth of populantm m St Maiy's County continues to this date and gives no mdication of 
abating in the near future. 

Local government agencies have already starred to respond to the inched need for services in 
areas iatw-ll have direct anpac: on the accviues of ±c Distnct Court. The SL Mark's Countv 
Saenn's Dep.mment has budget approv.-,] for nn ariririonai H .won, nfficer^ m ^ ]qqq ^dt 

new sworn positions in FY 2000, an effective mcrease of 21%. The Maryland State Police 
oarrack ai St Maiy's County has increased its stafEng by 3 additional troopers m FY 19^9 and is 
projecting a neec ror an additional 5 positions for fuU safEng. Tins staffii^ increase vi nave 
aa immediate impact on the voiume of cases heard in the District Court for St. Mary's Countv 
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The District Court has responded to the increase in volume of activity by authorizing additional 
commissioner personnel in St Mary's County. As of July 1, 1998, a second fidl time District 
Court Commissioner position was authorized for St Mary's County. This position has been 
SDed and is having an impact on the number of District Court activities in this county. 

There was atbard Circuit Court judgeship funded in St Mary's County efFcctrw October 1, 1998. 
This position has had a signiflcam impact on the District Court for St. Mary's County which I 
will address later in this request. 

Statistics gathered from the "Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary 1997-1998" graphically 
demonstrate the present need for an addmonal District Court judgeship in St Mary's County. 
Durmg fiscal year 199$ St Mary's County had a population of 84,000, significantly higher than 
any of the other one judge counties in the state (Chart #1). This number is expected to continue 
:o ihow a consistent increase in 'Jic furcsccablc i'utuic. 

In zomranson with ail lunsdicncns WIT hi n the state, SL Mary's County has the hiaaest 
rowlation per judge of any other venue (Chart #2^ It is also noted that the average population 
per judge in the state is 52^502. The populatioa of St Mary' s County, a one judge jurisdiction, 
exceeds this average by more than thirty one thousand (Chan 3). 

During fiscal year 1997, St Mary's County recorded 24,782 cases filed and ptocessed in the 
District Court This is the highest number of cases filed or processed in a single judge comity, 
with the exception Worrftstm- Cmmty (Chart 4)   St Mary's Cmmty Tanks above the sratewide 
average in the category of cases filed or processed per judge. These numbers can be expected to 
show significant increases in the coming year as the population shift continues. 

As stated earlier, the creation of a third Circuit Court judgeship in St Mary's County has had a 
direct impact on District Court operations in that jurisdiction. The sitting District Court judge in 
St Mary'a County, J\idge C. Clark Raky, was appointed to the new judgeship. While on the 
DistrictCourt bench. Judge Raley was a highly capable, effective, efficient and experienced 
;urist This fact is demonstrated by the buzh levels of acrivity achieved in his county and 
accounts for the statistics reported by the judiciary's annual report during his tenure in the 
Distnct Court The District Court judgeship in St. Mary's County is vacant at present and the 
activities are being handled by visiting judges. Once the appointmeni is made to 5B this 
vacancy, it is mconccrabic to expect a nc-jviy appointed judge :o immedimely function in the 

same efficient manner. 
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The Honorable Martha F. Rasin 
August 24. 1999 

r 

Tlie need for an additional judgeship in St Mary's County is a statistical and practical necessity. 
The statistics show a continuing increase in ail areas that affect District Court opeiatiuus al this 
location. This growth is predicted to continue and the increase in population, law enforcement 
resources and activities must be anticipated and responded to in order to maiTitain efficient and 
effective District Court services. 

The fiscal unpact of an additional judgeship in St. Mary's County will be ameliorated by the fact 
that tiie existing court facility has the necessary space availabie for this position. I firmly believe 
that the creation of this new judgeship is accessary to TnfijTjtjnri the integrity of the jmiieial 
process in St Mary's County. I am lequesting that 'Jus new judgeship be recommended to the 
legislature and available for appointment by no later ^hmy July 1 in the year 2000. 

Verv truly yours, 

A/ 
Stephen L. Clagett 
Administrative Judge 
District IV 

SLC/dw 

cc:        Patricia H. Platt 
Richard W. Clemens 
Richard A. Parker 
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The Honorable Martha F. Rasin 
Chief Judge 
District Court of Maryland 
Robert C. Muiphy Courts of Appeal Building 
361 Rowe Boulevard 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401-2395 

Dear Judge Rasin: 

I am writing this letter to formally request an additional judgeship in District IV for St 
Mary's r.nunty. As the Administrative Judge of this district I set out the foilowine facts to 
support this request. 

The popuiancr. of St. Mary's County has shown a recent dramatic increase due primarily 
to the shift of U.S. miliiary functions to this region. This population shin is expected to contmue 
as nulcd by the Maryland Office of Planning, Plaiming Data Scrvicea.  fa their published article 
"Population Trends in Maryland," they note that, "Calveit, Cecil and St Mary's Counties bucked 
the State trend of slower population growth by having their largest gains of the 1990's in the most 
recent year." This document goes on to state that "For St Mary's County, these domestic 
migration gains were the result of the transfer of jobs to the Patuxent River Naval Air Station 
from areas outside of Maryland." This "migration" is expected to have significant impact on the 
demand for and the ability to provide government services in this region. 

Local government agencies have already staned to respond to the mcreased need for 
services in areas that will have direct impact on the activities of the District Court. The St 
Mary's County SheriflTs Department has increased the number of sworn personnel by 14% over 
the past two years. They project a further increase of 7% in the number of sworn personnel in the 
coming year. During this same penod ot time, the sbenffs department has added a total of 
eighteen officers to their correctional staff. This staffing increase can be prsdicted to have an 
unmediate impact on the District Court for St. Marv's County. 

The District Court has responded to the increase in volume of activity bv authorizing 
additional commissioner personnel in St. Mary's County   As of Julv 1. 1Q98. a second full time 
District Court Commissioner position has been authorized for St Marv's County   This position 
will be filled in the near future and will also impact on the number of District Court activities in 
this countv. 
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There will be a third Circuit Court judgeship funded in SL Mary's County effective 
»,     ,  ^      rtc /ri,LTrt'«'v,7jrnav ihnv' •', <\?n'firj,nt '""wet nn the District Court for St Mary s County which I will address later in this request. 
<-"»_i_i i 

Statistics gathered from the "Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary 1996-1997" 
graphically demonstrate the present need for an additional District Court judgeship in St. Mary's 
County   During fiscal year 1997 St Mary's County had a population of 83,300 the highest of 
any one judge county in the state (Chart #1). This number is expected to increase with the 
projected influx of military and related civilian personnel at the naval air station and related 
activities. 

In comparison with all counties within the state, St. Man's County has the third highest 
population per judge of any other jurisdiction (Chart #2). It is aiso noted that the average 
population per juHge in the state is 53.213. The population of St. Mary's County, a one judge 
jurisdiction, exceeds this average by more than thirty thousand (Chart 3). 

During fiscal vear 1997. St. Mar--'; County recorded 2?.5:8 cases filed and processed in 
the District Court.   1 his is the highest number or" cases liied or processed in a smyle judge: 
county, with the exception Worcester County (Chart 4). St Mary's County ranks above the 
statewide average in the category of cases filed or processed per judge. These numbers can be 
expected to show significant incTRases in the coming year as the population shift continues. 

As stated earlier, it is expected that the creation of a third Circuit Court judgeship in St 
Mary's County will have a direct impact on District Court operations in that jurisdiction. The 
sitting District Court judge in St. Mary's County, Judge C. Clark Raley, is a candidate for the 
new judgeship. WhiJc it is impossible to predict an appointment. Judge Raley rs considerable 
qualifications make him a leading contender. 

Judge Raley is a capable, effective and efficient jurist This is demonstrated by the high 
levels of activity achieved in his county and accounts for the statistics generated by the 
judiciary's annual report. Should Judge Raley remain on the District Court bench, even with his 
effective management, the total number of cases and the projected mcrease require the 
authorization of an additional judgeship for St. Mary's County. 

I have not addressed "bench time" in this letter because of its inherent misleading 
character as a statistic. What may take some judges an hour to process may take another, like 
Judge Raley, only thirty minutes. On this subject 1 will only state that Judge Raley's bench time 
has significantly increased over the past year. Should he receive the appointment to the Circuit 
Court, it is inconceivable to expect a newly appointed judge to immediately function in the same 
efficient manner. The District Court needs to be prepared for this eventuality. 
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The statistics show a contmumg iocmim in al! areas that affect District Court operations 
in St. Mary's County. This growth is predicted to continue and the increase in population, law 
enforcement resources and activities must be anticipated and responded to in order to maintain 
efficient and effective District Court services. 

The fiscal impact of an additional judgeship in St. Mary's Countv will be ameliorated by 
the feet that the existing court facility has the necessary space available for this position   I firm'lv 
believe that the creation of this new judgeship is necessary f n maintain the integrity of the 
judicial process m St Mary's County. I am requesting that this new judgeship be recommended 
to the legislature and available for appointment by no later than January 1 in the year 2000. 

Very truly yours. 

Stephen L.. Clagen 
Administrative 7ude- 
Distnct TV 

SLC/dw 

Enclosures 
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John L Norton. Ill 
Admimstrativt Judft 

DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 
Distna2 

P O Box .547 
Cambnage. Ma.~.iano 21613 :31 

.410}22i-25e.5 

August 14, 2001 

The Honorable Martha F. Rasin 
Chief Judge 
District Ccu!l of Maryland 
Robert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Building 
Annapolis. Maryland 21401 

n-^r Ch. e*' J'-dcs Rasin: 

I am writing to request your consideration of a second Distnct Court judge 
position for Worcester County. This judge would be based and reside in the Worcester 
County Ocean City District Court facilrty which presently has no resident judge utilizing 
its chambers and courtroom. The present Ocean City summer schedule of four days 
per week and winter schedule of two days per week are in part covered by borrowing a 
judge from Somerset County. The Worcester County Snow Hill District Court is 
scheduled four days per week both summer and winter. 

In analyzing the current state of judicial resources in both Worcester County and 
District Two. several needs appear. Worcester County presently is averaging 
approximately 30,000 cases per year, certainly in excess of the 21,000 cases per judge 
state average. The most recent Workload Assessment Study performed by the 
National Center for State Courts has determined both an actual and adjusted need of 
1.92 judges for Worcester County as ooposed to its present one judge position. T^e 
requested additional new judicial position would allow for the more expeditious handling 
of the Worcester County caseload by allowing for an additional day in Ocean City and a 
fifth day in the Snow Hill District Court. The acceleration of trial docketing in the Ocean 
City District Court would oarticularly address a recurring problem in that Court. The 
present lack of scheduled court days makes quite difficult the scheduling cf imtia,' :r;ai 
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dates within the summer months thereby failing to accommodate the public's need for a 
court adjudication prior to the commencement of college and/or other fall commitments. 
The initial trial date delays precipitated by summertime large-scale case generation 
also presents prosecutoriai hurdles for the State and fiscal problems for the municipality 
where the police force is in part hired and therefore only available seasonally. The 
present schedule has not served Ocean City ideally and has placed a burden on 
surrounding courts. 

The Wicomico County District Court has also seen a steady increase from FY 
1995 of 20 000 cases per judge, to FY 2000 now in excess of 23,000 cases per judge. 
This increase has been consistent and most uniquely marked by an extremely large 
n~,~«tic Vicience docket which has necessitated an earmarked Protective Hearing 
afternoon docket. While the two judges in Wicomico are presently managing its volume 
tc a ^°gree further increases, which seem inevitable, will soon present delays in 
-a.isDury inconsistent with efficient judlcai administration, public expectations, ana 
. = ^;H./the proDOsed tine standa-ds JT- -^ '-a! dates   Awards that e-d the 
prpcsed usage of the new Ocean City juage snculd also entail the use c; tne Jury 
Assemoly room in the Wicomico County facility presently being renovated to a third 
courtroom   This third courtroom would be opened two to three days per week and 
staffed in part by the Ocean City Judge.   The Workload Assessment Study has 
determined the actual and adjusted need for Wicomico County to be 2.3 judges. The 
impact of this position would also greatly aid in assisting in the prevention of delays in 
the Somerset District Court, which Somerset County Judge to date has been sitting 
part-time in both Worcester and Wicomico County despite a case increase in Somerset 
from 12 000 in FY 1995 to over 15,000 in FY 2000. These cases are presently being 
scheduled over only three days per week in the Somerset District Court on our winter 
schedule, and only five days out of every ten on our summer schedule. Once again the 
additional judicial resource would afford Somerset an additional day per week that 
should further address both the proposed time standards and the beginnings of a 
problem with initial trial date delay in that court.   Further, this judicial resource should 
provide some enhanced opoortunity for Distnct Two to provide out of district coverage 
to other jurisdictions in the State and should reduce the need and demand tor retired 
judges in District Two. The efficiency achieved should allow us to more frequently 
darken courtrooms to accommodate judicial, personal and medical leave without 
causing backlogs.   This judgeship should place District Two in good standing in terms 
of '.udicial resources for the next decade. I have enclosed attachments which illustrate 
the existing and proposed allocation of resources for the affected courts. 
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I realize that you may be besieged by requests for new judge positions. This 
request is in no way attempting to indicate that such other requests have any less merit 
but is rather pointed towards ensuring timely and effective judicial administration in 
District Two for the foreseeable future.  Please feel free to contact me if I can provide 
any further information or assistance in this matter. 

Thanking you, I am 

Very truly yours, 

j/john L. Norton, Hi 
Administrative Judge 

JLNIII/co 
Enc. 



MONDAY 

TUESDAY 

EXISTING 

DISTRICT TWO SUMMER SCHEDULE 
July through December 

WEDNESDAY 

Somerset 

N/C 

Wicomico 

Davis 

Hayman 

N/C 

THURSDAY Havman 
N/C 

FRIDAY Havman 

Davis 

Davis 

Davis 

L 

Davis 

Wicomico 

Whitehead 

Whitehead 

Whitehead 

Bloxom 
Hayman 

Snow Hiil     Ocean City 

Bloxom 

N/C 

Bloxom 

Whitehead 

Hayman 

Bioxom 

Hayman 

N/C 
Bioxom 

Whitehead     I Elcxom N/C 

icp and Bottcm of designations indicate alternatinq weeks. 

DISTRICT TWO WINTER SCHEDULE 
January through June 

Somerset Wicomico 1 Wicomico II Snow Hill Ocean City 

MONDAY N/C Davis Whitehead Bloxom Hayman 

TUESDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C Bloxom 

WEDNESDAY 
** 

N/C Davis Whitehead Bloxom N/C 

THURSDAY Hayman Davis Bloxom Whitehead N/C 

FRIDAY Hayman Davis Whiteheaa aicxom N/C 

*Each Wednesday one judge available for out of District travel assicnmsnt 



PROPOSED 

DISTRICT TWO SUMMER SCHEDULE 

July through December 

Somerset Wicomico 
1 

Wicomico 
11 

Wicomico 
III 

Snow Hiil Ocean City 

MONDAY N/C Davis Whitehead Hayman Blcxom New Judge 

TUESDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C Bioxom New Judge 

WEDNESDAY 
# 

N/C 
Hayman 

Davis Whitehead Havman 
N/C 

Bloxom New Judge 

THURSDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C New Judge Blcxcm 

FRIDAY                Hayman Davis Whitehead New Judge Bloxom N/C 

Tcp and Bctt^m cf desicnatJons indicate alternatina weeks. 

DISTRICT TWO WINTER SCHEDULE 
January through June 

JMONDAY 

mjESDAY 

Somerset 

N/C 

Hayman 

IWEDNESDAY N/C 
i rrayman 

Wicomico 

Davis 

Davis 

Davis 

Wicomico 
II 

Whitehead 

Whitehead 

Whitehead 

Wicomico 
Hi 

Hayman 

N/C 

Havman 
N/C 

Snow Hiil 

Bloxom 

Eloxom 

Blcxom 

THURSDAY 

FRIDAY 

Hayman 

Hayman 

Davis 

Davis 

Whiteheac N/C 

Whitehead       New Judge 

New Judge 

Bloxom 

Ocean City 

New Judge 

New Judge 

N/C 

Bloxom 

N/C 

'Top and Bottom of designation indicate alternating weeks. 
**Each Wednesday one judge available tor out of District travel assignment 



John 1- Norton. HI 
/tdranuzraovc Judge 

DISTRICT COURT OF MARYI-AND 
Distnct2 

June 21, 2000 

310 Gay Strees 
P O 3ox S-'.l 

Camondgc Maryiarvj 2! 6 i o-' 3 \ 
|4I0)22! 25S5 

The Honorable Martha F. Rasin 
Chief Judge 
District Court of Maryland 
Robert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Building 
Arrapoiis. Mar/'and 214C' 

Dear Chief Judce Rasin: 

pcsitiCn for Wcrraster CcLr.ty.  This judge wcuid ce basea ana resiCe m me Vvurcester 
County Ocean City District Court faciiity which presently nas no resiaent juoge utilizing 
its chambers and courtroom. The present Ocean City summer schedule of four days 
per week and winter schedule of two days per week are in part covered by borrowing a 
judge from Somerset County. The Worcester County Snow Hill District Court is 
scheduled four days per week both summer and winter. 

In analyzing the current state of judicial resources in both Worcester County and 
District Two. several needs appear. Worcester County presently is averaging 
approximately 30,000 cases per year, certainly in excess of the 21,000 cases per judge 
state average. This new judiciai position wouid allow for the more expeditious nanoiing 
of the Worcester County caseload by allowing for an additional day in Ocean City and a 
fifth day in the Snow Hill District Court. The acceleration of trial docketing in the Ocean 
City District Court would particularly address a recumng problem in that Court. The 
present lack of scheduled court days makes quite difficult the scheduling of initial trial 
dates within the summer months therecy failing to acccmmcdate the public's need ;cr a 
court adjudication prior to the commencement of college and/or other fall commitments. 
The initial trial date delays precipitated by summer time large-scale case generation 
also presents prcsecutoria! hurdles for the State and fiscal problems for the municicality 
where the police 'crce 's ir cart hired and therefore criy available seasonally. The 
present schedule has not servec Ocean City ideally and has placed a burden en 
surroundrna courts. 
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The Wicomico County District Court has also seen a steady increase from FY 
1995 of 20,000 cases per judge, to FY 1999 now in excess of 24,000 cases per judge. 
This increase has been consistent and most uniquely marked by an extremely large 
Domestic Violence docket which has necessitated an earmarked Protective Hearing 
afternoon docket. While the two judges in Wicomico are presently managing its volume 
to a degree, further increases, which seem inevitable, will soon present delays in 
Salisbury inconsistent with efficient judicial adrrnnist-aticn, public expectations, and 
certainly the proposed time standards for initial trial dates. Towards that end the 
proc-sed usage of the new Ocean City Judge should also entail the renovation of the 
Jury Assembly room in the Wicomico Court facility to a third courtroom. This third 
ccurt'ccm would be opened two to three days cer week and staffed in part by the 
Ocean City Judge. The impact of this position would also greatly aid in assisting in the 
prevention of delays in the Somerset Distnc: Court, which Somerset County Judge to 
-ate "as been sitting part-time in both Wc'raster and Wicomico County despite a case 
increase in Somerset frcm 12.000 in FY ^ 995*0 almost ^ 5.000 ir PV 1999.  These 
rases a'-e presertly being scheduled over z~\y :~ree days per week in the Somerset 
Cistric: Court.  Cnca again the additional judicial resource would afford Somerset an 
additionaJ day per week that should further address both the proposed time standards 
and the beginnings of a problem with initial trial date delay in that court.   Further, this 
judicial resource should provide some enhanced opportunity for District Two to provide 
out of district coverage to other jurisdictions in the State and should reduce the need 
and demand for retired judges in District Two. The efficiency achieved should allow us 
to more frequently darken courtrooms to accommodate judicial, personal and medical 
leave without causing backlogs.   This judgeship should place District Two in good 
standing in terms of judicial resources for the next decade. I have enclosed 
attachments which illustrate the existing and proposed allocation of resources for the 
affected courts.  During any interim period that sucn judge pcsiticn wouid exist prior to 
its partiai utilization in a third Wicomico courtroom, a fifth summer day could well be 
utilized in Ocean City during the summer months, further increasing the benefits 
p'-eviousiy described in that area. Additional judicial resources would also be more 
availabie for out cf district and judicial leave coverage during this interim period. 

i realize that you may be besieged by requests for new judge positions. This 
request is in no way attempting to indicate that such other requests have any less merit 
but is rather ocinted towards ensurinc timelv and effective judicial administration in 
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District Two for the foreseeariie future. Please fee! free to contact me if I can provide 
any further information or assistance in this matter. 

Thanking you, I am 
Very truly vo 

)hn L Norton, ill 
-^Administrative Judae 

JLNIII/co 
Enc. 



EXISTING 

DISTRICT TWO SUMMER SCHEDULE 
July through December 

Somerset Wicomico 1 Wicomico II Snow Hill Ocean City 

MONDAY N/C Davis Whitehead Bloxom Hayman 

TUESDAY Hayman Daws Whitehead N/C Bloxom 

WEDNESDAY N/C Davis Whitehead Bicxom Hayman 

THURSDAY 
* 

Havman 
N/C 

Davis Bloxom 
Hayman 

Whitehead N/C             1 
Eloxom        1 

FRIDAY Hayman Davis Whitenead Eloxom N/C 

*Top and Bottom of designations indicate alternating weeks. 

DISTRICT TWO WINTER SCHEDULE 
January through June 

Somerset Wicomico 1 Wicomico II Snow Hill Ocean City 

MONDAY N/C Davis Whitehead Bicxom Hayman 

TUESDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C Eicxcm 

WEDNESDAY 
** 

N/C Davis Whitehead Bloxom N/C 

THURSDAY Hayman Davis Blcxcm Whitehead N/C 

FRIDAY 

•     

Hayman Davis Whitehead Blcxcm N/C 

'Each Wednesday one judge available fcr cut of District travel assignment 



PROPOSED 

DISTRICT TWO SUMMER SCHEDULE 
July through December 

Tcp and Bottom of designations indicate alternating weeks. 

Somerset Wicomico 
i 

Wicomico 
II 

Wicomico 
ill 

Snow Hill Ocean City 

MONDAY N/C Davis Whitehead Hayman Blcxom New Judge 

TUESDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C Bloxom New Judge 

WEDNESDAY 
r 

N/C 
Hayman 

Davis Whitehead Havman Bloxom New Judge 
N/C 

THURSDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C New Judge Bloxom 

FRIDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead New Judge Bloxom N/C 

DISTRICT TWO WINTER SCHEDULE 
January through June 

MONDAY 

TUESDAY 

WEDNESDAY 

rHURSDAY 

IFRIDAY 

Somerset 

N/C 

Hayman 

N/C 
Hayman 

Hayman 

Hayman 

Wicomico 

Davis 

Davis 

Davis 

Davis 

Davis 

Wicomico 
I! 

Whitehead 

Whitehead 

Whitehead 

Whitehead 

Whitehead 

Wicomico 
111 

Hayman 

N/C 

Havman 
N/C 

Snow Hill 

Bloxom 

Bloxom 

Bloxom 

N/C 

New Judge 

New Judge 

Bloxom 

*Top and Bottom of designation indicate alternating weeks. 
**Each Wednesday one judge available for out of District travel assignment 

Ocean City 

New Judge 

New Judge 

N/C 

Bloxom 

N/C 
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